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A Survey 'of _TeaCher _Perceptions on,School-r:onditions and. School: Related 'Conditions ".Q,

Rosa S. Blust *

Pennsylvania Department. of Education

Richard Kohr.
Pennsylvania Departinent of Education

4ef

Approximately 100,000 teachers representing over 4,006 Pennsylvania.schools,responded to a forty-seveti item Pennsylvania Educational. Quality AssessmentTeacher Questionnaire./ Teacher- responses were gathere4 during the reatlar stateassessment activities conducted from 1978 to 1981. The survey includedquestions,de`aling with the degree of teacter, satisfaction withti activities external to theclassroom; teacher/student/parint relationships; claSsroom management;. instructionaldediSions; staff relationships; '.and disOipline. Data analysis dealt with (1)eicemitaing .overall trends during the four year period and (2) detailed analysis ofthg..3.981,dara to compare teacher perceptions', within subgroups for variables such aspopulation. density ansl, qocio.;,.sconomic -status.
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* 'INTRODUCTION

Background

I

i'0 At i-time when many school_ districts are financially limited,in the e; V
. ,

resources that can, be devoted to making improvements the identification Of pt
\

Oblem \

areas is crucial. Administrators often suspect that'thepe are areas of weak . \
performance but,they lack comparative information to confirM or deny these suspicions.,

\.
_Thug, an analysis of teacher perteptiOns on school problems using a, \t.

sample of over 100,000 Pennsylvania teachers. With.Phis information adminiptrators
should be able to make better decisions and better utilizhtresources.

-- ,
) .., A ,.

' Teacher perceptiohs_cf_school problems were gathered, as a,partaf:
Pennsylvania's Educational Quality Asseismerii (EQA) !program: The,atate assessment
program provides a school building assessment on each.of the ten staA' adopted goals,

--of quality education:,(PDE, 1981) . Clearly, the program focus is on', student testing
to produce school data. In,addition pp the student assessment the program surveys
teachers regarding their.perceptioas of satisfaction with several school Conditions. i

Teachers'respond to items on school conditions such as: .activities external to the
classroom, teacher/student/parent relationships, factors 0 seiptiveto classroom .

management, teacher influence on instructional decisions, aff interpersonal. .

relationships, and discipline problems. For each PenhsylV is school participating
, in the stateassessment, the teacher. response ate returned\to the administratim

as a part of a twenty-four ,page school repo . State data arse provided on teacher
response to each school,fór:Comparative pu

'eP

Problem

oses. 4

The investigation focused on three,areas, each dealing t9cher
perceptions of school conditions or school prohlemv. First, the prin ple intent
of,the present investigation was to examine the,various Pennsylvania'ennsyrvaidateacher percep-,
tions of school.conditions., Second, teacher perceptions for the two largest urban
area's in Pennsylvania,' Philadelphia and_Pitisburgh, were examfnedd This was.to_.:
determine if ,those urban teacher perceptions were different from the teachers in the
other Pennsylvania school districts. Third, teacher perceptions on'school conditions
were analyzed wit respect to a series of control variables which were the following:
socio-ecdhomielstatus, student perception of parental interest, population density
(urban, suburban, rural), years of teaching experience, teacher education leve17,
Class, size, hiringpPactices (outsider, insider)and grade level (elementary,
intermediate, satondary)

METHOD

Questionnaire

The Pennsylvania EQA Teacher Questionna re is composed, in pert,
thirty-nineitems subdivided into six major categ rle The conceptual btruc
gpiding the formulation of items derived froi issu surfacinWin the research

. literature on teacher sat/ifaciion as well as EQA field experience. The items were

ure

9
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designed to measure a construct regarding problems perceived to influence student
achievement,and attitudes. Each item, describing a particular-problem was'yesponded

itoniterde of the degree to which that problem area existed,in,the currentteaching
aseiOment. The following definitions were'used to expand the meaning of each response

j

1

-

i5ption:

Not aproblemhas liele or nO\.effect-oh student performance
Moderate problem--has only limited effect on student performance

.. Serioussproblemr-has considerable effect on student performance
Critical problem- -has crucial-effect.on student. performance

...
. .,

,,

-

The six major categories of items are teacher perception of activities
external to the classioom (five items),.t6acher/student/parent relationships (nine
items), factors disruptive to classroom management (eight items), teacher influence
upon'.instructional decisions (nine items), staff interpersonal relationships (threR

. items) and discipline problems (five i'pems),.. .

s
, ..., During the original instrument construction,' the items were critiqued .

$ . by.a scheel district advisory 'committee. Following modifications based oethe
review, a field test vas conducted with over 700 teachers. Further refinements to .

items followed standatd item analysis procedures. A factor analysis verified the
: '

reasonableness of
.

the logicarstructure of the instrument. Interdal-consistency,
reliability estiletes were consistent across elementary, interinediate,add-sedondary
teacher groups'. In,1981, the doefficietit.Alpha reliability estimates. ranged from

' .64t6 .88'for the' six ifal categories.-'A copy of the teacherquestionnaiie items, ...

--,was.pladed-in Appendix A. .

.

.

An additional three items were included.On the questionnaire 4:cs gather
teecher demographic information on teacher experience,,educatfon level and employer
'hiring practices. Also; an item was ineluded.On teacher satisfaction with relation-
shipswith-Parents and parent groups'. An item was presentedto.determine the average

ss size for each teacher, All of these items were placed in Appendix D. 77-.--c

The same questiOnnaire was answered by teachers of-thelecementary, junior
.

who-taught in the vari ue Pennsylvania elementarY schools. Thus, there was some

high or middle senior high ,level. .Elementary teachers were those teachers
-

variation in the grade levels taught, by eiementary teachers in this study. Intermediate
teachers were Pennsylvania teachers employed in either jUnior high or middle schOols.
Secondary teachers were those teachers employed in Penniylvania high schools. This
questionnaire was used from 1978thOugh 1981 without any modifications.

Data Collection
. , . .,.

The data,for this investigation originated from a total of over 100,000
teachers, from over54,000 Pennsylvania Schools, respending to the EQA,Teacher
Questionnaire. These data, were. gathered over four years from 1978 tO1981-during
March of each 'year.

i.

Data.irom thA 1981 assessment were used to 'conduct a major part of the
inVestigitions. For'1981 over 41;000 teachers from 1,550 Pennsylvania schqols ,

respond d to the'question sire.,. Represented were teachers from 930 glementary schools,
"41. ju ior. high or middle chools and 279' high-schools. There:yereapproximetely
15,670 elementary teachers, 11,740 junior high or middle school teachers and 13,940
senio high school teachers included in the survey. "In 1981 approximately one-third
of t .Philadelphia and Pi sburgh City teachers were surveyed.'

5
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Analysis Of Data,

-. 4st

. Initially, the'responSe distributions of teacher perceptions on each item

were analyzed for trends during the.four year period. The.response options pr'esented''

to teachers for-each item were: "Not_a Problem", "Moderate Problem", "Serious Problem"
and "Critical Problem." The percettage of teachers aelecting eacbroptipn wad used as
one means of_ interpreting theteacher.item data toschool administrators. It was

'hoped that-this-approaeh-um41d_.permit_a_straight_foxward'predentation qf data. The

statewide'item replies were presented by elementary, intermediate and secondary

teachers qemrately.% .

Percentages were examined for all school condition areas and items to

determine if teacher responses Were stable aver the four years'sEgdied. The
differences in teacher.perceptions between school conditionareas were of special
interest as were differences betwpen teacher responses on items. Thus, positive

and negati;e teacher responses for items and ichool Ondition areas were easily
__identified for .a large sample -of Pennsylvania teachefs.s

Another gait of the analysis investigated changes that took place in 1981
due to Philadelphia and Pittsburgh city, teachers being surveyed. In 1978 through

1980'urban areas other than Philadelpnia and.Pittsburgh wereincluded in the EQA
tdather survey. Pbiladelphia 'and 'Pittsburgh teachers were included only in 1981.

Thus, ene question-if teachers from the two urban areas bad perceptiona that were
different from the remaindr'rthe,state, was of sortie ilitterest.

, 'Since the same items were presented to teachers at the elementary, Junior
'high or middle school, and senior high school levels comparisons-were made between
teachers at three levels. In order to examine differences between teachers at
different grade levels both the 1981 data and the data over.1978 to.1981fwere
utilized. The 981 data was selected since it was the only gear which included'
part of the.teachers from Philadelphia and Pittsburgh city schools plus ehe.usual
representatilleisample from'othef PennsYlvania schodl disttictt.

-14
A series-of control variables were utilize to continue the analysis of

,

eacher responses. ,The control variables incldded:4socio-economic steels, student
perception* parental interest, population density, years of-teaching experience,
teacher education level, class size, hiring practices and grade level category. ,
Analysis of variance was-employed to determine if significant differences, between

. control variable groups werepresent. Also, mean scores were calculated for control

variable groups on the school condition areas. This Provided comparisons between

the perceptioni'of teachers in different settings s as urban, suburban, and rural.
f

/--
STATEWIDE RESULTS

Elementary. TeaCht Analysis
, ..

Presented in Tables 1, 2 and 3. Wer
eS
the teacher responSe percentages for'

it g 'uped.under.their general school condition areas such as activities externs]:

-to t'he el ssroom, teacher/student/parent relationships and others. Data'f-)r 1978

through. 1 l'were shown foeach item.

ti
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-
e elementary teacheT: responses, displayed in Table 1, lepained

.stable "over the four4ftaft..e2jalned. Yor-exayi4e,'the itco nhele ire too ,fell '

activities ch recognize-the talent of Cur students" found uncle! the nactivitr
external to t classroom" area had teacher responses that:chansed only 'slightly .'
The""Nbt a Problem" response percentages varied from'41 percent in 1979 to 45
percent in 1980 with 1918 4 1981at 43 percent. For ty 'same item tha."Mbderate
kroblem" percentages changed. from a high of 44 percent it. 1979, to a lbw of 41
percent in_1981. The'"Serious Problem" percentages were-either lryercent or 12
percent,. and the"Critical Problem" percentages were either 2 percent ors3 percent:
fihis type-of stability was found in allltems over the four.years-included in the

4 study. It.would seem reasonable:to suggest that the stability was in, part due:to
the large number of teachers sampled and the relatively'shott period of time examined.
Although, Pennayivanies education systems h4ve.baen subject-to changes from 1978
jio 1981 thoie,ohanges have not been._ reflected teacher data collected;

-4
A,

Another method.of examining the teacher responses was to compare
,percentages between items. ,The item, that the highest percentage of elementary
teachers indicated was "Not a Problem", was_ 'The different races 'or ethnit groups.
don't get alonrwell together." F,or the itim.on raee and ahnic group-relations,
85 percent, for three';years, and 89 percent"for 19794 of theteachers indicated it
was not:a problem. There were other items where teacher responses,were rather

.

positive with, over 60 percent of the teachers responding that it was not a problem,
such'arathe following: "The'emphasis:on athletics in this-school disrupts classroom
learning." "The competition for grades at. this school puts-too much pressure on,
students." 7,MY students .are chronically absent from echo 't." "Lack of freedom to
teach the way I want to makes me leis effective with my.srudents." r"Theosuppore
staff in this school is not cooperative." and "The teachers don't ;seem to be able
to work.ialiytsgether." All of the:items with ,ahigh percentage of positive
responses noted previouslYw, from'oni ,of. three general-school condition areas.

p4 s
The three areas were "factors d ruitiv4 to claasrOom management" and "teacher
influence upon instructional des ions". and "staff inte Atonal relationships."
This informationwaa encouraging ci teacheri dibatAnembst of'thefactore
disruptive to classroom management were not roblem, and that'the staff. was able-
to work together.

6

Some items identified probl
perceptions. The.mostnegative-eleme
"In-service education provided by the strict- does4hofTEeet my needs." Teachers
indicated this,was a "Critical Problet" with 21 percent in 1978, 15 percent in 1979,
14 percent in 1980-and'13 percent in 1981 of'the teachers selecting that option.
Another item with a high.percentage-Of teachers selecting the "Critical Problem"
response was "Too little support on diicipline is given by'parent."

. 0.

areas based on Ehe elemeptar teacher
ary teacher responses were on the item:

. S'

'For two.-of the items a low percehtage of the elementary teaFhers responded
that, it was "Not a Problem" indicating most teacher responses were in the moderate
to critical proble6 range.-.Fbr'eXample, only 16 percent,ta 19 percent of the:.
teachers indicated "...parents taking little or'no.interestim pieir children's
schbol work":was not a *problem; This Was'a rather negative finding. It would have
been much better to have teachers work with parents who were interested in the
student's school work (This statement aasUdes teacher porceptions are, in general.,
correct.) There.was,another item with teacher responses in the teens under the not.
a problem category. The its was "Stddentsin this school have poor study- ha6

;

0
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TEWIDE ITEM REPLIES FROM_ELEMENTARY 'WA0p/f8RI3 TOR 1978' THROUGH 1981
(B 'Percentages ).'". ."

!..' .

0

I

/V /
Satisfied/

78 79 ;'80 81

4

Sorreehat So at Very
. Satisfied Dissatisfied. "' Dissatidfied _

,..'
78 79 i 80 81 -78 79 ad el 78 79 .80 81

TSATPAR: (Toacheill'Satisfactionwith Re. onships with Parents) 40 X38 40 35 47 49 , 49
In your teaching situation, how satisfied are you with your - /
xislationshipu with parents and parent groups?

2 2

°

Not a - 'Moderate Seiious itical

3

4

---,..,.., ;'. Problem . Problem "-- .......,,,,....------- Problem
--r------7

.. Problem ,

/ . , .

78 79 80' 81 78 79 . 80', 81 -78 79 80--( 81 78 79 80-- 81_
. . r---

-

- ......

EXTRACT (Activities External to the Classroom) . 1- % ".:> -
,,' There are too few activities which the 'talent of . . .

A.:recognize
' L n our students. -

, i - , 43 . 41 45' 43 . 43 " 4 4 42,-41
There is little 'aphasia on vocationalevelotement. , , 49 ,,51 60 0 50 , 33r3-2 .12-7, 32i

There is no time or p1ace for students and teachers to , / , .
interact 'outside of the classroom. ', 1 -^ 44 45 48. 46 ..388 39 37 38-

Not enough teachers, are involved in helping students -
.

,,

53.
,.

Not enoogtr teachers-actively icipate in, e3ctracurric4er , .
,acti4ities. ,

- ,
50 9....50 . 51, 37 .37 '36 36

... ,
1 ; . - ..... N.)

. = .,

ISM= (Teacher/Student/Parent. Relationships) - ...,--

, The student)/ in this school aren't really intereeteein .." . . ''
1- learning. .. , , a- 40 15 . 38 ' 35 50 SS 53 54

.

Too many of-my students, are indifferent to school. , . 43 43 43 '39 45 48 46 47
.Theis is not enough' parent-teachei inter.,probion. / ,,, 39 3R 43 39 , 41% 45 ` 43 42

Too many parents take-little or no interest ID/their ,
children's school work. its .- 19 16. 19 .38 .46. 51 51' -;19'

The quality of teacher-parent interaction is not good. 44 42 46 '42 . \', 40 45 41 41,, .. \

1
r

..---- ..
12 12 11 - 12

.'3.2 llf,... 3.1 .11'

13 124' 11 h
overcame,problems. . . / 52 35C- -37 35 35 9 9 9 ,

____

10 10. 10 3.0

,,,. .

8, 8. 7 9
.... . .

10, 11 1.04 12
15, 13., 11 -- 14

_ . .

25 25 '23 23
- ar 9 8 1

- A .

. '.2, "3 ; 2 2
'. 4 3 ',. 3 4

'4,. 3 3 ,..1

Y
2 2

- 0

; '2- 2 2 '2--

.

1 1 1
2 - -2 . 1

s 4 3

.

.9" II '7 9
3 2 2 . 3

2 .
2
5

.\ ". ,,

o
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(continued) ..,

.
Not i
Problem

A

.7d .79 80
/
81

.14wmalkproblesearisee involving a cceemonity;group, the
1 teachers, hews little; input into the solution..' 29 29 30 29

..: .4 T h e paretti-do not'suppoit what the school does. 0 / 37 34 38 36
The.parenta do.not place a hige.yalue on education. / 35 31 34 31
Students in,this.school have poor study habits. 14 12 - 14 12

NN.
. ," 1 ' - ,.. .

-,`---..., I. . $ . . :, . - e .
1- , DISRUPT. (Factors Disruptive to claisroon Managiment)

v

a

3
. Mbderat: Serious

- Problem '--Problem-°
.

78 79 88 ' 81 I 78 79., 80 81

41 43 43 42 21- TO 20
44 '44 48 45 _ 14 14 12 , 14

42 47 .47 46 17 '17 147,- 16
. 49 , 54 -55 '52 27 27 24/ 26

.

13 9 13 12 . 1 1 1 2

45 45 44 44 14" 12 '11 12

34 39 37 38 9 8 8 9
; 11-,

'11.. 13. 12 11 . 3 3 3 3
.. '

: 23 .23 '23 20 3 3 3 3
% 27 30 29 29

.

5 4 4 4
..

35 . 36. 37', 38 12 11 12' 11
',36 *040 40' 38 16 15 15 IS

P

, .

31 33. 33 31 15 14 13 12.

31 2 '33 30 15 11 11 12 o

19 20 19 19 5 4 3 5..33 35 33 33 11 10 9 9

33 34. 33 31 11- 10 9

...The different -laces or ethnic groups don't get. along well -
.

bnetheXt., ' . . , 85 89. ,85 85
lha achievelint-levelmOtiimtudenti are too'hiterogeneoUs. 37. 39 140 38
Health and nutrition pioblems seaCto-affect-the-learning :" \----'
of my students.' , . . ' 55 '51 ? 53 ,51.. ,C..

The emphasis:on athiaticrin this school disrupts Classroom
learning ; ' .." 1' 84 84 83 '. 84% .

..The cospetition,for grades' this 'school puts'too much'. - , -CA VP
13 73 73 ,75''','.; ) ..

1 pressure on students. .

.. e
.....,,

My students are chronically absent frdh school. . 66' 65- 66 65
There are too many.outzide interruptions during clasd..:

..,

.-*
feriods. - , 47 47 46 45
I have to-tpend tip°. much time,on non-inetiuctional duties. 39 37 37 38

IMEUS5.9C (Teacher Influence Upon Instructional Decisions)

1,PhysiSal facilities of this school-iiTit the kinds of prograia,
provided for students; .

.
. 43 45 45 48. s

rwork with too many students each day. , ,'" 45 '51 49_ 50
Lack of heedom to teach the way I want to =ices me. less

. -.,

73effective with my students. . .73 '76 72,
Teachers have little control over matters such es textbook .

. .
, - ..

r instructional I";
selection, Curriculum 5. 54 54and progrems. -. 50
When,new curriculuMliing-rams are initiated, I am not consulted
Or.trainsd. ' 50 50 - 53 54

.°

t

I.

-
I' .

b

Critical
Problem

,

, 78 79 80 81.
---,.,

8 7 5 7

4 3 . 2 . 4,:

5 4 4 6
9 7 7 9

0 0 0 1

3 3 4

2
/

2 2
41

1 1 1 7 '

1 1 .

.1 '' 2

6 5 4' 6
8' 8 7 8

10 8 8 ---8
9 6 7 8

/ 12 2 -2

6 5 4 4

5 4 4 4

11
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Trebles
4 C

Problem
SILTIONI

78 79 80 41 78 19 80 81
My teaching- limited by`the'ipiklity:ofr or_fack of ,.

-. ,instyneti ",.iognitisent and materials. . .- . 57 . 57 59 57 '`" 31._ 32 31 31 9. 8 8 3 d 2.- -...9avinp.totin special.,educition-stndents in 4reguliir _ ,. . , - . ---Omits is 'a problii., -'-',-' z.,..":" , '', '.' k I -. 53 54 .,-,.-52 50 25 27. 29 29 13 12 12. 12. 8TIM* :is ton.l.t.tli teacher 'input' as solvinP ablinistSative - .- . -.- '
le- '40 43

-.
--42 20- '19 17 17.. 10 9 8 94n-service :ediiestionoprovided by gni, distrilk does not met_ = -:.-- , .:, . -_ ,../-"---'4 sy '3401h: -1 ,. i ; 21. .--_24 23 26 ' 33 38 38 2.5` 22 ;3` 22 21 15 14 . 13, ,

, . r.....-,
f .TS417, (Staff interPaSOnit Sifilaii0Slihiii) '- . -, ' -..- - _t

r .
The` support:stiff, in 'thin school- is not cooperaitiite; . . 77 _ 79 78' 76 it 16. .. .. 3.7 18 4 3 3 4 1 1. 1 2

- - The'teachers don't seen to be .able- to woric wail together. 75 15 72 72 lit '20 22.1: 22 4 3 <; 4 4 1 1 2 2
.hnnl.iiene is -litiln interaction` among taher in this school. 54 56 -.55 , 53 - 33 34 34 35t', .

i ri 9 7 8 3 3 3 3,-4 , i.e. *vermin is ciding.itin/her own thing: ,,- . f ...
...

8

' 01,6611108° (Discipline frohlnisk_
,Too such, tins- is spent'ul'-' discipline problem.
The Italians. held -by the stidents, are :in conflict ,With those

.:" of the sOhnOl., ",
1.!_no support on discipline' 3s 'provided by
adninistratOta. =

Too little support.on'diSoipline is given by parents.
,Distuktioh:ot ny'-olasstes) brabadenta 1a p tontinn/4W
,ftusttatipn.",,:, ,

-

- -
....; I

43 _,.44 13 40 36 37 39 ,37 14 1.3 12 14 6 5 4 9

- 45 43 44 40. . 40 43 )12 41 ,12 ' 11 lb 13 3' 2 5. .
50 47 52 .'48 29 30 31 30 11 -14 12 13' 8 8 5 9
23 21 22 21 41 "45 47 45 25 24 23_, 23 10 10 8 12,--' . .
48 .47 48- 4 34

.. 37 37. 36 12 10 11 12 6 5 4 8
. , . .

, .

\13
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, In summary,_ elementary teacheraiwere most egativeon-the areas of: in-
service,education, support on discipline parents parent-interest in students

school work,and study habits. Elementary teachers ere most positive on the
responses for: race and ethnic group relationarld- Lasis on athletics, competition
for grades, freedom to select teaching strategies , student absenteeism, support
staff-cooperation and
positive responses ware from three areas: c ssroom management,,teacher influence

etchers working ei
ro

. As noted previously,the most

° and staff interpersonal relationships.; The most negative, responses were from the

areas of - :- teacher influence upon Instrupeional decisions, discipline problems, and

teacher/student/parent relationships,, Teacher, influence upon instructional decisions

was the only general area that had one 'tern on the most positive list and one item
on the most negative list. It was. tempting to make the statement that the most
*negative responses were student and parent centered while the positive areas were
to some degree under the school's control and dealt with teachers'and school staff.

Intermediate Teacher Analysis .

The analysis for intermediate teachers was performed using the same
format employed on the elementary teacher data. The intermediate teacher response§,

presented int:Table 2, were rather stable over the. years' This stability

was similar to that displayed by the elementary teachers. In general, precentages

,changed only 1 to 4 percent over four years. There was not a trend of increasingly

positive or ative responses on the part of PennsyllAnia intermediate teachers in

this study 4

A review of the-percentages between items revealed the most positive and
negativeareas-.---There was considerable similarity. between the elementary and-
-intermedisx., teachers on-the items both groups selected as the positive areas and

the items selected as negative areas. One important difference between elementary .

sand intermediate teachers was found. A higher percentage of the intermediate teachers
responded using the "Serious" or "Critical Problem" options than did the elementary

teachers. In other words the elementary teachers were less negative, but both groups
of teachers selected many of the same problem areas. Similar findings were reported

by Earp (1975) with primary teachers being more positive than intermediate teachers.

Intermediate'-teachers Jere most positive onthe following items with.over
60 percent of the teachers indicating the atea was not a problem. "The different

races or .ethnic"groups don't get along well together:" "The competition for grades

at this school puts too much pressure on studetts." "Lack of freedom to teach the

way I want to makes me less effective with my students." "Teachers have little

control oxer matters such as textbook selection, curriculum and instructional programs."
"The support staff in this school is not.cooperative." "The teachers don't seem to

be able to work well together." A few differences were found between the elementary
and intermediate teacher perceptions. Intermediate teachers did not note emphasis

on athletics and chronic student absenteeism as "not" being arroblem, but one
additional item was mentioned ( teacher influence on textbook selection, curriculum
and instructional programs) that elementary teachers did not include.

Several items had a relatively high percentage of intermediate teachers

selecting the area os'a problem. For example, more than 10 percent of the teachers

for each of the four years, indicated the following items were a "Critical Problem."
"Too many parents take little or no interest in their children's school work."

-8- i 4
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TABLE 2
STATEWIDE ITEM REPLIES FROM INTERMEDIATE TEACHERS FOR 1978 THROUGH 1981

"(By Percentages) ,

4
-

411

Vety
Satisfied

81 78

Somewhat
Satisfied

81 78

SOmewhat.
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

8178 79 80 79 80 79 80 81 78 79 80

ISATPAR (Teacher Satisfaction with Relationships with Parents)
In your teaching situation:how'satisfied are you with your
relatAnships with parents and parent groups? 21 20 .22

/
,

1

Not a
-itroblem

21

.81

53

78

53 54

Moderate
Problem

53

81

20

78

' 22 19

.

Serious
Problem

20

---

81 '

4 5 4

4i0itical
Problem

5

&I
C

°
.

78 79 80 79 80 79 80 78 79 .92

EXTRACT (Activities External to the Classroom)
There aro too few activities which recogaize the talent of
our students , 42 39 42

"There is little emphasis on vocational development. 45 51 48
There is no time or place'for students and teachers to

Not enough
interact outsido/of the clabsrooa.

teacheis axe involved in helping studenough
'4

42 42

' overcome problems. .

.:.-' ,

31 31 33
Not enough teachers actively participate in extracurriculm
activities. , YR 34 33

.

'

%

TRELATE (Teacher/Student/Palint Relationships)

The students in this school:aren't really interested in a
-Iementna. 11 8 11
Too many Hof my students afire indifferent to school. 13 3,, 13
There is not enough parent-teacher interectitur:-..------__1.L_16 20
Too many parents take little or no interest in their
children's school work. 6 5 7

The quality of teacher-parent interaction is not gdod. 22 19 23

41
47

41

32

33

11
12

18

7

22

38

36

40

45

39

56

48
43

34

47

41 3R

34 35

41 39

49 49

'42 42

59 60
51 53

47 47

36 39

51 50

38

36

39

48

43

58

51

46

38

48

14
13

15

18

18

27

31

29

40

22

1'

15 15

11 12

13 14
,

15 15

18 19

27 24

32 28

28 26

41 39

23 19

16

11

/4.

16

18

24

29

25

38

21

.

'

t

.

4 4 4

5 4 4

5 4 . 5

4 4 4

6 5 6

X

7 6 5

8
f

8. 6

10 9 - 7 .

19 18 15

6 5 4

5

5

5

4

5

6

8

10

17

6

-

15'
16

I
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-TABLE 2 (Continued)

Not a ... Modeiate
,0Broblem '. Problem

78 79 .80 81 -78 79 80 81

When a problem crises involving.a-community .group, the
-iielchers have little input into the solution. 20 19 .26' 19 38 41 - 42 42

ull1112°

The parents do not s what'the

N9
school does. 20 17 20 20 45 53 54 52

The parents do not place a h value on educations' 17 13 17 17 42 47 49 46
Students in this school have poor stUdy'habits. 3 2 3 3 31...32 37 35

Ac

1 ,

\
,

DISRUPT (FactorsDisruptive to Classroom Management)

-

Z
The different or ethnic g5oups don't get, along well

.,.,

,78' 84 79 80 ,17 13 18 _16 .

.

toga r.

The atilt nt levels of mystudents are too heterogeneous. 27 27 .27 27 46 48 49 .48

Mealth and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning of '

my students. t; '82 52 51 34 39 39 39

?
I-4

The emphasis on athletics in this school disrupts classroom --

C) learning. 53 54 54 :-54 30 30 32 32
I for school too muchThe ccapetition grades at this puts

pressUre on students. S. -.-- 65 68' 67 70 '28 27 28 26

My'students are chronically abseRt froin school. - 38 34 .'44,._36 42 48 49 47

There are too many outside interruptions during class periods. 39 ,38 38 38 37 40 42 40:..

I have to spend too much time on non - instructional duties. 38 42 38 38 38 38 . AO 39,
.

INFLUiNC (Teacher Influence Upon Instructional Decisions)
Physical' facilities of this school limit the kinds of
programs provided for students. . 37 38 39 38 '30 33 34

0. I work with too many students each day. 36 42 .43 44 34 35 34

Lack of freedom to teach the way I want to makes me less .
.... effective wittnty students. 74 75 76 75 8 18 18 18

Teachers have little control over matters such as textbook . ' /'

selection, curriculum and instructional programs. 62 61 64 61 5 27 26 28

My teaching is limited by the quality of, or lack of,
instructional equipment and materials. - 56 .55 56 56 28 29 29 29

When new curriculum programs are initiated,.I am not
consulted or trained. i 50 50 54 50 33 35 32 34

33 .

1 7

'

IP

78 81 .1

Critical
t Problem

SI

a'

.

.

279 80 78 79 80

28 .28 26 26 12 11 11 11

23 23 20 21 7 7 5 6

29 29 25 27 11 10 8 9

42 45 41 41 24 21 18 20

r r

.1 1 2 2, 1 1 1

20 18 17 17 5 5 6

% '

8

11

'7

10

7

8

8

9
m

2

6

2

5

2

5

02

5

.

4 4 4 3 2 1 1 1

16 13 12 12 7 6 4 5

'15 13 13 14 9 8 6 8

'16 13 15 15 8 6 7 7

o

"12
cl

18 17 16 16 14 11 .13

18 15 14 13 12 9 8 9

. .

4 4 2 2 2 .2

..,

8 8 6 7 4 4 3 "4

10 10 10 9 5 6 5 t/5

11 10 10 11 5 , 5 4 6
144,

A
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MLR 2.(Continued) .

s. -
,

X /
-_---_--

. 4

*iv

-

0,

1' 78

Not a
Problem .

Moderate

81

Serious
Problem

81 78

critical
Problem

8179 80'81
_..Pkoblets

78 ,;7.19 80 78 80 - '79 80

Having to tech special edubation -students in regular
classes is a problem. -

They* is too -11%tle teacher input, in solviit; atbainis-
, trative problems. - '.1In-service education proVided by the aistrict does not

meet my needs.

'TSTAPP (Staff Interpersonal Relationships)
The support staff in this school is not rative.
The teachers don't seem to be abl work well together.
There is little interaction- ng. teachers in this schoolq,-
i.e., everyone is doing his/her own thing.

DISCPROS (Discipline Problems)
Too much time As spent on discipline pkobletts.

-The values held by the students are in conflict with.-
t1o4e of the school.

Too little support 9n discipline is provided by .

administrotors.
Too little support on cl..scipline is yiven by the parents.
Disruption of my class(es) by students is a continuing
frustration:-

SO

23

65
38

34

18

35
9

37

49

33.

68
63
38 ",

36

16

39
8

37

45

23

69
62
,37

38

19

46
-11

40

'45

*24

67
61
37

36

18

41
10

37.-

24

39

26
27
41

34

43

32
32

35-

28

42

24
30

.44

38

49

33
38

40

30

'43

34

$

23
30
44

39

49

32
42

39

:31

42

34

24
31
43

36

465

31
40

39

15

23

27

7
6

15

19

28

18"."
35

. 17

.0

13

21

2*

5
5

13

17

26

16
34

15

14

20

26

5
6.

13

15

23

13
31

14

14

20

25

6

13

17

25

16
32

15

10

14

28

3
2
5

13

10

14
23

11

9,,t 9

12, 12

A 22

2 3
2 2
5 5

8 7

8

12 8
20 16

8 7

9

20,

3
2
6

*10

Ad

14

10

*

-

19

0

,
* '1 .

a

2k) r
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"When a problem ariset..,involving a csOlnIkkey, group the teachers have little input
into the.solution." "Students in this school have poor study habits." "Phydical
Taatitiesof this school limit the.kinds of programs provided for'students."
"There is too little teacher input in solving administrative problems." "in-service
.edu4tion provided by the district does not meet my needs." "Too little suppdtt on
discipline is given by the parents." Thislist included all of the items selected
by elementary teachers as problems, and added several more items., Overall's' higher
percentagabi intermediateteaChers selected the "Setious" or "Critical Problem",

- options whensta6r,responded ,to item where they hadnegative peiceptioris. Mn several
items where intermediate' teachers we le positive they seleCted the "Not a ProbleM"
option in percentages close to those of the elementary teachers.

°

TO summar ize, intermediateAedchap were most positive on the items': race
'Or ethnic relations, competition for grades, freedom to select teaching strategies,
teacher control over textbook aelection,-eurriculem and instructional: programs,,
support staff cooperation and teachers working together. The most,negative teacher
responses were on the items: parental interest in student's wdrk, teacher input into
solving community problems, student stylx_habits, facilities limiting programs,
teacher'input into solving administrative pro in-service.sducation not meeting
teacher needs and parental support on discipline. Le wai the case with;elementary,
teachers, negative responses were frot the areas-of:_ teacher/student/parent relation-
'ship, teacher influence upon instructional decisions_W discipline, problems, while
positive responses were under: factors disruptive to classroom management,, teacher
influende,uPon instructional decisions and staff inW.:personal telationshiPs. The
areSof teacher influence upon instructional decisions wfs found to have soma of the
most positive and most negative teacher tcaponsces depending on the topic of the item.

Secondary Teacher Analysis

The same forMat was used in preparing Take3, containing yesponse
percentages. for secondary teachers as was used for Tables 1 and 2. .ihe secondary
teacher responses were to the elementary and intermediate teachers/in the
stability of responses over the four years. Most of the percentages changed only
1 percent to 4 percent over the years studied. As was the ease with the elementary
and intermediate teacheis neither a cleat trend of more positive or negative responses
was evident.

The most positive teacher responses for secondary tescherswere similar to
those of intermediate teachers. Po:itive items selected by secondary teachers were
as follows: race or ethnic group relations; freedom to select teaching strategies,
,teacher control over textbook selection, Curriculum and instructional programs and
support staff cooperation. All of those items were selected by intermediate.teachers
as positive areas.

As might be suspected the negative teacher resOnses fen secondary and
'intermediate teacher's were similar. Some negative items selected by secondary teachers
included: parental interest in student's work, teacher'input into solving administra-
tive problems, in-service education not meeting teacher needs and parental support
on discipline. The same criteria were used toidentify positive and negative areas
for secondary teachers as was erfloyed for intermediate teachers. The positive items
had 60 percent or higher of the teachers for each year indicating it was not a problem.
.Negative items had 10 percent or higher of the teachers indicating, for each year,
it'was a critical problem.
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TABLE 3
STATEWIDE ITEM, ROLM, mit APICTENCREMS FOR 1978 MOUGH 1981

(p ercentages).

Very Somewhat Somewhat . l'loe' Very
S'ati'sfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

I
I-I

La
1

a

78 18 80 81 78 79 80 81 78 /79 80' 81 78 79 80. 81

$

Y

TSATPAR (Teacher Satisfaction with Relationships pith ParentS)'
IC your teaching situation, hoW satisfied as you frith your
relationships with parents and parent gromis17...

.

,

.
.

`(Activities

.

215 20,. 22
.

Not a
Problem

20

81

50

78

.

51 53

Moderate .
Problem

50

81

22 2\2 '20
. -

,

Serious
Problem

0
22

81

6 5, 5 7

,

Critical
Problem ,

78-k 79 80' 79 80 78 79 80

%

78 79 804: 81

i
EXTRACT External' to the Classroom) .

There are too few activities which recognize the talent of
our students. .

There is 'little emphasis on'vocationaldevelopment.
Theri is ,no time or pia& for students and teachers to'
intoract outside of the classroom.

Notenough teachersare involved in 'helping students
overcome problems.

Not enough teachers actively' participate in extracurricular
'activities.

TRELATE (Teacher/Student/Parent Relationships)
Thi students in this school aren't 'really interested in
learning. ' .

Too many of my students. are indifferent to school.
There is.not enough parent-teacher interaction.
Too many parents take little or-no intfrest in their
children's schoolmort.

The quality of teacher- parent xnteraciion is not good.
When a problem arises involving a comiunity group, the
teachers have little input into the solution.

46 43 45
53 58 56

36 38 38

'25 26 26

31 28 28

8 6 7

10, 8 9
13 12 13_

5 4 5
-18 16 18

16 17 17

5

6

39

27

28

8

10

I%

5

18

16

38
33

41

49

42

f
48
42

32
46

39

39 37,

31 32

42 42

52 52

44 44

57 66
48 52.

46 47

35 37
50 51

41 41

36

'32

41

51

43

57
48

45

1
37
50

41

13' 13 14
11 8 9

1.7,...)1s 15

20 18 18

20 20 21

29 30 27
34_ 5 32
33 30 30

'43 42 42e
25 25 23

30 29 29

14

9.*

15

18

22

28.
33
29

39

23

28

4 1 4

3 3 2

6 4 4 6

4 4 4 4

1

7 § 7

7 j.7 6 7
9 8 1 9
13 10 9. 11 ..

20 19 16 10

8 6 '6 7

13 12 11 134

-22 0

:23
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, iallLE 3 (Continued)

4$4

.

- Problem
ierioua.
Problem' Problem

.

Problem
-Modaste**Mot a

Critical ,

.

. / . -- .. 7.-78 79 GO; 81 78 79 80 81 Ii" .79 *80 81 78 2. 81
' .., .

1, The-parents do not support Flat the school does. 16 15 17 18 50 52 54 51 27 24 22 23 7 7 6 : 7 t
The parents do not place a high value dh education- 14 12 15 15 44 47 48 45 ° 31 .30 28 29 11 10 9 10

,Students in this school have poor study habits. ' 2 2 2 '3 29 32 35 33 46 46 44 42 23 20, 18 22, i
.'

, , . ..,, .. i . -
.

. , . ,.

DiSSOPT (rectors Disruptive to,Classrasa Management)
e . The different races or ethnic groups don't get along

-. .

-well !octet*.
. 78 81 75 76 18 16 21 18 3 2 .3 3 1.. 1 1 1

I
The achievement levels of sty students are too heterogeneous. ,21 22 22 21 48 51 52 51 2; 21 19 .20 7 6 5 6
Health and nutrition problem i seen to affect the learning , >

,
,

i '.of my studentip.-
, 58 54 53 52 34 37 38 37 6 7 . 8 1 1 1 ?

I -The emphasie"89 athletics in this school disrupts classroom .
...

t
learning. 39 40 41 40 36 38 39 39 15 14 13 13 -'9 8 7 .8

(..The competition or-grades at this school puts too much .

s. _pressureon students. . ' 57 62' 59 62 34 32 33 31 7 5 6 5 2 1 1 2.
....._---"

My studeati are chronically absent from school. '22 23 22 22 43 SO .- 50 47 22 19 20 20,, 12 8 %18 11, e'There are too many outside interruptions durirg class
periods. .

.. 30 30 30 31 41 45 % 45 43 18 17 16 15 11 8 -8 10
I have to spehd too muchitime on non-instructional duties.' 34 36 32 33 39 40 41 41 19 16 18 '17 8 7 8 9

. ,

INFLUEMC (Teacher Influence Upon Instructional Decisions)
4, Physical facilities of this school limit the kinds of

programa providqd for atudents. 36 37 38 39 32 35, 36 34 18 18 16 16 13 11 10 .10I work with too many students each day. 42 47 47 47 34 34 33 33 15 13 12 12 8 7 7 7Leek of freedom to teach the way I want to makes me less
effective with my students.

. 77 77 78 77 17 17 16 17 4 3 3 4 2--- -2 2
...., Teachers hos little control over ratters such as textbook

r

selection, currrculua and instructional progrAps. 64 03 68 64 25 27 24 26 7 6 5 6 4 3 2 4,When new curriculum grogram are initiated, I as not
consulted or train... 57 57 59 57 28 29 28 28 9 9 8 9 #.5. 5 4c 5My teaching 's limiteck by-the quality of, pr lack of,
instructional equipment and materials. 48 48 51 48 J4 37 34 36 12 10 10 11 5 4 4 5

25

24

4
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TABLE.3 ,(Continued)

Not a ,

Problem

81 78

Moderate
Problem

81 78

Serious
Problem

81

Critical
Problem

8178 79 80 79 80 79 80- 78 79 80

'Having to teach ipecial education students in ar
classes is a problem. 54
There is too little teacher inppt in solving administra-
tive problems. ; . ., 19

In-lervice educationiprovided by the district does not *
meet my needs. f

.
16

TSTAPP (Staff Intexperianal Relationships)

The suPpoet staff in this Schoch. is not cooperative. ,-60
The teachers don't seem to be able tamork.will together. 58
There-is little interaction among teachers in this *01001. ' 28
i.e. everyone is doing his/her own thing. '

."

.

t
-1

.

bx5CPROR.(Discipline Problems)
Too such time is spent on discipline:problems.' 36
The values-beld by the students are in confct with
thoss.of,the school. . 14

TOo little support,on discipline is provided by 33
-administrators.

"Teo little-support on discipline is given by parents. 8
Disruption of myplaistis) by stuaents is a continuing
frustration. .. .

42

-

55

19

18

63
57
28

39

13
36

7

41

51

22

18

64
56
'28

40
-

13
44

10

43

.47

19

19

63
55
28

37

14
38

9

40

.

.

23
..

41

27

29
31
45

38

44'
34

30

36

26

43

34

28
33
48

3
47
35

36

438

29

44

36

27

34

48

40

50
34

40

39

31

44

34

27

35
48

29

48
34

39

39

14

24

28

8
8
19

17

30

19

37

15

12

23

26

6
7

17

14

29

17

36

13

12
-

21

25

6
7

17

15

27

14

34

13

13

22

25

7

7

17

15

26

17

33

13

8
..

15

28

. 2
7

9

1k
14\

24

8

7
.

13

21

2'

2

6

7

10

11

20
.

7

7

12

21'

3.

2

6

6

9

8

.16,

....

6

8

14

21

3

3
7

8
.0,1

II
11

,

18

8.

t
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SummarY

-Areview,of all teacher data indicated high agreement'on the problem
areas And:thOs'e conditions perceived as going well in-Pennsylvania. It appeared
little.Ohange Nis taken place over the four years studied in teacher perceptions
of positive.or negative areas. It would seem there are,areas.that-merit investi-
gatimn tó.defini-specific problems. This could lead tojnterventions_that_would be
an dttempt to resolve some of the statewide problems .Also, specific schools
have-data" reflecting their teacher perceptions. Those data could be usedto.
recognize strengths and weaknesses at the local school leVel. It was noted
intermediate and secondary teachers were more negative in their perceptions than
elementary teachers.

Introduction

URBAN. TEACHER RESUMS

In'1981 Philadelphia and-Pittsburgh city teachers were included in the
EQA teacher survey on school conditions for the first time in several years.
Urban teachers from areas other than Philadelphia and Pittsburgh wereAncluded in
the 1978 through 1981 surveys along with the teachers from suburban and rural areas.
Thus, the 1981 data provided an opportunity toinvestigate the question: Do teachers
from the two largest Pennsylvania urban areas have perceptions of school conditions
that differ from the remainder of the state?

tata for 1981 were presented in Tables 4' (elementary teachers), 5
(intermediate teachers) and 6 (secondary teachers) to illustrate responses for the
following three groups: (1) all Pennsylvania teachers, (2) Pennsylvania teachers
excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers and (3) only Philadelphia and

. Pittsburgh teachers. The three response group percentages were included for all
items on each response option.

Urban Elementary Teacher Perceptions

A review of the elementary teacher data in Table 4 revealed rather
substantial differences between the response percentages for Philadelphia and
Pittsburgh teachers and the response percentages for Pennsylvania teachers excluding

_Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. For example, on the item "My students are
chronically absent from school." found in the "factors disruptive to classroom
management" area, the Philadelphia And Pittsburgh teachers were much more negative
in their perceptions. FO'nost of the items this trend of more negative perceptions
was present for the teachers from the two Pennsylvania urban areas.

On a few items the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers were more positive
than the other Pennsylvania teachers. Being positive was defined as a higher
percentage of urban teachers selecting the "Not a Problem" response'than did the
teachers across Pennsylvania. Those items with urban teachers being more positive
were the following: "The emphasis on athletics in this school disrupts classroom
learning." "The competition for grades at this school puts too much pressure on
students." and "In-service education provided by the district does not meet my\needs."
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'. Critical

Problem
.Serious
Problem

Moderate
Problei

Not A
Problem

'Excl.
. Phil.

,
TotalPitt?

Phil.
&

Pite.3 Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. G
Pitt. Pitt.

.

Total

Excl..Thil.
Phil. 4
Pitt. Pitt.s

t--

. -

.

Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. 4

Pitt. Pitt.
. . .

'EXTRACT (Activities External to the ClassrocaA
There are too fen activities which 'recognize the talent
.of our students.

,

There is-little emphasis on vocational development.
There is no time or place for students and teachers to
interact outside the classroom.
Not enough teachers are involved in helping students
overcome problems.

sec"Not enough teachers actively participate in
ektracurricular activities.

TRELATEITeacher/StudentiParenf Relationships)
l

The students in this school aren't really interested
in learning.

Too many of my students. are indifferent to school.

.2 2
4 3

4 3

2 2

2 2

2 1

2 1
a

11
13

12
,

'3

5

.

7

9

12

11

12
.

9

10

9

. 12

.

10 22

10 , 23

10 '19

7 18

10 12

7 2,

I 9 24

41

32

38

35

36

54

47

..

42 39

34 26

38 36

35 39

37 32

. '

54 52
48 44

1

.

43

50

46

52'

51

.

35
39

',t

,..

.:
46 29
53 38,

49 "'". 33

4
56 35

4,-

51 51
.

38 1g
42 22

1The "total" column presents Pennsylvania teacher responses in percentages for all teachers. n=10,472
The"Exc...i. Phil.,,Pitt."

column presents Pennsylvania teacher' responses in percentageS,excluding
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. ps9,281-

.Ifile "Phil. 4 att." column presents Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacher responses ir4 percentages. n=1,691

t 30,
f.



was 4 (continn.a)
SUM* or itsroisf oriTituarrzoNs FOR- XelitatiTAPS SON or salcoL'itomiixotis'

1981

.

Critical
-: Problem

.

-Serious
Problem ,

. .

Mbdorati
Problem

.

-

*

Not A
Problem

.
.

'

-

.-

tai

Excl.
Phil.
Pitt.

Phil.
a_

Pitt. Total

Excl.Phil.
Phil. &
Pitt. Pitt.
- . ,

Excl.
i

Phil..
Total Pitt.

Phil.
& -

Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. &

Pitt. Pitt.'

.
.

.
. ,. . .

9here is not enough parent-teacher interaction.
Too many, karesits take little or no,interest in their

- .childrenseischool work. . -

,The'qualitl.cof-teacher-parent interaction.is not good.
When a problas arises' involving a community group, the ,

teachers haw. little input intd-the solution.-
.The parents-do not support what the school does.

The parents do not placeCi high value on education.
Students in this school have poor study habits.'

.

DISIWIT(PMCiOre Disruptive to Classroom Management)

di =fferent mums or-ethnic -groupi don't get along well
together.

1te achievement levels of my students are too
heterogeneous. ,-

Health and nutrition probless.seem to affect the learning
of my students. j"

thersphesis on athletics is this school disrupts.
classroom learning. ,

The competition for grades at this schoorputs too, such
pressure on students.

. ,

.My students are chronically absent from school.
There are too many outside interruptions during class
periods. -

.

I have to spend too much time on non-instructional duties.
'

X

.

5

9
3

7,

45
6
9

1

4

2
1

1

2
.

6
8

2

7,

2

6
3

4
6

.

0

2

1

1

1

1'

5

8

19

25
10

15

11
16
28

.

'2

,

14

'7

1
.

'1

'6

14 .

13

14

23
11

19
.14

16
26

2

12

,, 9
-"e

3

3

4

11
15

.
.

11 28
V

22 31
8 24

.19 26
12 24
.15' 26
24 35
4'

4.

1 6

,

11 22 :

.,,..,

7 17

3 2

3 3

3 11

10 18
15 16

.

.

42 43

49 52
42 ''44

42 45
45 .47

46 48
52 '56

12 9

.

44 46

38 38

11 12

20 22
29 ''. 28

38 38
38 39

36
,

33

41

35
36
36,

30

30

38

37

9

.13

38

38
35

39

18
42

29'

36

31

12

85

38

51

8484.88'
75

65

45

38

43 17

19 11
46 25

31 24
38 29

.33 22
14 7',

r

MThe

90 62

41 26

53 , 39

.

74 83
68 45

47 30
38 36

4.

r r?
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TABLE 4 (Continued)

imam oi pisioisz oIsTiosnaditeimoilLEMEIWARY 'ARCHER PERCEPTION OP SCHOOLCOMDITIONS
1981

,t

Critical

.PrOblem
Serious
'Problem

Moderate
'Problem

Not A

Problem

.

. Ibtal

Excl.
Phil.

Pitt.

Mhil.
&

Pitt.

'Excl. Phil.
-."Phil. &

Total 'Vitt. Pitt. Total

Excl.

Phil.

Pitt.

Phil.
&

Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. &

Pitt. Pitt.

.

INFLUES6 (Teachorftnfluen Upon Instructional Decisions). .

Physical facilitiel of this school limit the kinds of
programs p'tovided for students. .

----._,..I work withtoo many students loch day.
4,

Lick_ofareedom to teach the way I want to makes me less
efftilia_with my students. .

.

Teicheing have-little control over matters such as
textbook solectieni-curriculum and instructional programs.

whey jii4,curricuilml programs are initLiApi9 I am not
consulted or trained:

Hy teaching islirated by the quality of, or lack of,
-*instructional equipment'and materials.
Having to teach special education students in regular
classes is a problem. - '

,

There is too little teacber input in solving
administrative problems.

In-service education provided by the district does not
Meet my needs..., '-

TSTAFF (Staff Interpersonal Relationships)

The support staff in this school is not cooperative.

The teachers don't seem to be able to work well together.
There is little interaction among teachers in this school,
1.e...everyone is doing'his/her own thing.

,
.

8
8

4

4

8

4

9

13

2

2

ilik

.

.

2

3

2.
.

6'

8

13

1

1

2

16
17

4

12

11

15

20

14

12

8
5

10

12 12 .16
12. 12 14

5 : 5 6
,

9... 8 14

9 8 18

8 6 19

12 11 18

17 17 18

go 22' 22 17

/

4 3 8
4 3 9

.

8 7 .16

30

19

33.

31

'31

29

42

38

18 o

22

35

'

32

-30

19

32

32

30

30

44

41

17
2410

34

31

26

22

35

32

,34

24

31
29

24 '

32

40

.

48
50

72

54

54

57.3

50

30

26

76

72

53

'

49 37
51 43

74 68

57 1p

57 39

62 32

5: :A

31 29

24 42

79_ 63

.

75 54

57 34

33
P.

4.

34
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-

/
Critical
Problem

.

Serious
Problem

lbecl, Phil.
Phil. a

Total Pitt. Pitt.

. Modsrat ;

Probles

,, Excl. Phil.
Phil. &

Total Pit.' Pitt. Total

Not A
Problem

Sxcl. Phil.
Phil. 0

Pitt. Pitt.
.

.

ALi.Sxcl. Phil.
`I Phil. &

Total Pitta Pitt.

Mara (Di lciplin problems)
. ) ,

Too such tiros is spait on discipline problems.
.

Th. valueslwald by the students are in conflict with those
of t)* school.

Toe little support on discipline is provided by,
adadnistrators.

.
.

Too little support ba discipline is given by parents.- -

Disruption.,of my claisies) by students is-a continuing
frustration.

.
.

,

.

4

.
5t,

.

.

.

.

.

.
.

9 5 28

5 3 16

9 . 6 ' 24
12 9 28

8 5 23
.

.

.,

,

.

* .

"14 13 22

13 11 27

13 12 ' 20
23 22 29

.

12 11 20.

.

37 39 28*

41 43 35

30' 30 26
45 47 30

36 37 32

.

.

.

40

40

48
21

44
.

.

.

43 22
.

44 21

52 30 -

22 13

47 25
.

.

.
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Teacher responses on.the item Net enough teachers actively particlpve in
extracurricular activities." were the same (51 percent) for the not a problem

ivion by all three teacher groups.

Since the Philadelphia Sind Pittsburgh teachers were for the most items

more negative, their influence on the total of-all Pennsylvania teacher response

percentages was exatined: The difference between the total Pennsylvania teacher.

response percentages and Pennsylvanimoteacher response percentages with Philadelphia

and-Pittsburgh teachers excluded was used to answer this question. For most items/

there was little or no difference in the response percentages for the two groups.
Even for the most extreme. differences the change in,percentage was on1T 3 or 4

percent. An example of such an item was the following: "Not enough teachers are r`

involved in helping students overcome probleis." The not a problem response option

was-selected by 52-percent of he total teacher group and by 56 percent of the

teachers excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers:

As noted previously, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers were more

...negative on most items. For total-of seven'item&N 20 percent or more of the

teachers indicated the item was a "critical problem." In general terms those items

were: parental interest in -atudent's school work, student-study habits, teaching

special education students_in regular classes, spending too much time on discipline,
administrator and parental support on discipline and :lass disruptions.

In Bakery, the Philadelphia and Pittsubrgh.teachers were overall-more
negative in their perceptions of.schOol conditions. Most of the negative responses

were.in the general areas of "discipline problems", "teacher influence upon
instructional decisions" and "teacfler/student/parent relationships". The influence

of negative'urban teacher perceptions was slight on the percentages forthe
Pennsylvania teachers. It was evident.that teachers across the Commonwealth shared

some-common problem areac'with their urban teacher colleagues, but the urbio teachers

perceived the problems as'being more critical.,
Urbane Intermediate Teacher Perceptions

'Data on Philadelphia and Pittsburgh intermediate teacher perceptions of
school conditions were placed in'Table 5 alpng with teacher perceptions on school
conditions for411'Pennsylvania teachers and for Pennsyklunia teachers. excluding

Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. The-procedures-ut ized were the same as

those employed for elementary urban teachers when Table 4 was compiled. '

A rev iew of."Critical Problem" response percentages ieVealed-Philadelphia
4

and Pittsburgh teachers were more negative thad the other teachprs across Pennsylvania.
An extreme example of the negative responses. was fotind for the item "Students in this
school havecToor study habits." For the total Pennsylvania teacher group 20 percent
selected the "Critical Probiem"-responsi, while b41 percent of the Philadelphia and
Pittsburgh teachers, selected the "Critical Problem" response.. This illustrated one
of several items with a negative urban teacher response pattern exceeding that of
Pennsylvania teachers in general.

An analysis of data from Table 5 found several tems with negative

intermediate Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachersreepfts s. The negative teacher

responses ".with 20 percent or more of the responses( in t e Problem;' option

were for the folloWing items: not enough parent/teacher interaction,.parental interest
4,

y21-
.

37
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. Critical

Pubis.

, I
rime

Problola .

Magritte
Problem-

R
sot A
Problist

-

o

.

Excl. 11477---r----Excl.
- Phil. 6

fttatlititt? Pitt?

Phil.
Phil. 6

Total PittI-Piti.

\

lotal

Excl.
Phil.
Pitt.

.

Phil.
i

Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil, 6 ,

Pitt. Pitt.

. . -

EXIEACT iciest External tb the Classroom)

.

. .

5 4 11,

5 4 11

5 4 11
. ,

4 3 10
,

5 5

4

5 14
6 19

16
11

14

16

18

24
P 29

.

15 24
10 22

13 21

15. 22
.

,19 -15

. .

24 30
29 30-

38 *.

36

39

48..

C.

58
51

.

38
36

40

.49

44

60
52

. .

39
34

'35

42

39

45
40

.

41
47

41'

32

33

11

12

.

1,
43 26
50 33

,t,/

43 33

33 26

. 41
.

.

. 11 11
13 11

There too few activities which recognize the talent,of
our students.

Ihdre,is little emphasis on vocational development.
There is nets or place for students and teachers to
interact cateide of the classroom.

Not enough teachers are involved in helping students
overcome problems.

Mot enough tei4ers actively participate in extracurricular
ectivities.

.

-TAU= (Teacher/Student/rarest Relationships
.

,

The students in this school aren't rially interested in
learnidg,

Ito many of my students 'are indifferent to school.
s . .

LThe "total" column presents Pennsylvania teacher risponsas 4.11..percentages for sll tesoherm. neB,250
2
The *Excl. Phil., Pitt. column presents Pennsylvania teacher responses in percentages excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. n7,185

0

3
The "Phil. i Pitt. column presents Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacher responses in parcentages.n1,065

38

t

39
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.

,

Critical
Problem

itsziOas.

Problem
1 Moderate

Problem ,

.

Not A
Problem

'

-.

l
.

Exr.l.

Phil.
Total lPitt.

i

.

&
Pitt.

Excl. Phil._ .

Phil. s .

Total-Pitt. Pitt. Total

Excl.
Phil.
Pitt.

Phil..

&
Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. s
Pitt. Pitt.

there is not enough parent-teacher interaction.
Too many parents take little or no interest in their
Childme,n's school work.

The quality of teacher-parent interaction is not good.
,Whin a problem arises involving a community group, the .

teachers have little input into themolution,-
The parents do not support whit the school does.
The parents do not place a high value on edUcation
Students in this school have poor stuby habits. 1

DISRUPT (Factors Disruptive to Classroom Mahagement)
.

,

The different races of ethnic groups don't get along well
together. e (

The achievement levels of my students are too
' heterogeneous. .

Health and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning
of my students.

-
,

.

The emphasis on athletics in this school disrupt; classroom
learning,

The ccapetition for grades at hid school puts too much
pressure on staents.

My students are chronically a4aent from school.
Them are too many outside i erruptions dr ',

ing.class
periode:

' I have to spend too much tine
on non-instructional duties.

.

.

10 7

1/ 14
6 4

11 10 .--

6 5

9 8
26 17

.

1 1 -

.

6 5

2 1

5

1 1

5 4

8 6

7 7

.

29

32
15

17
14

18

41
.

4

13

9

1

3

10

le
12

25 25 31

38 39 34
21 20 30

26 26 30
21 20 28
27 27 30

41 42 34

.

2 1 7

17 16 26

8 7 17

9 1; 5

3 3 3

12 11 17

14 13 20
15 15 16

46

38

48

42
52

46

35

16

.

48

39

32

26
47

40

39

149

40
5,2

44
55,
48

38

13

50

39

33

27
48

40

39 .

*29

28
40

35
37

36

22

.

.

37

41

39

,22

17
43

38

34

18

, 7
22

19
20

. 17

3

80

27

.

51

54

70

16

38
38

.

19 11

7 6
24 lE

20 li-
20 21
17 16

3 3 .

.

85 52

... .

29 20
,...

53 35

52 72

69 77
37" 30

, .

41 24
. 39 18 .

vs

40
41
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Critiail
rabies

_
Serious
Prohles

11toderata

PrOblom
..

a

a'

,

Not A
Problem

. .

. .

Excl. ,Phil.
Phil. a.

Total Pitt. Pitt.
/

,

iCial

Excl. Phil.
Phil. a
Pitt. Pitt.

. -

Total

Excl.
Phil.
Pitt.

Yhil.
A-

Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. a
Pitt. Pitt.

,111.118=MMIO..,
.

TRELMOC (TeacherInfluenot Upon Instructional Decisions)
.,_

-

Physical facilities of this school limit the kinds of
progress provided for Students.

-I work with too many students each'day.
Lack of freedOle to teach the way I frant'to makes se less
effective with my students.. . .

Teachers have little control over ?attire -such as textbook
selection, curriculum and instructional. progress.

My "teaching is limited by the quality of, of lack of,
instructional equipment and materials.

when new; curriculins proven, are initiated, I an note r
consulted or-trained. -

Raving to teach special education students in regular
classes is a problem.

.

'There is too little iiacherinput.in solving administrative
problems. - .

In-service education provided by the district does not
meet my needs.

,TSTAFP (Staff Interpersonal Relationships)

The support staff in this school is not cooperative.
The teachers don't seem to Se able to work we)1 together.
There is little interaction among teachers in this school,
i.e., everyone is doinq'his/her 'own thing.

.

4

...........
-

'

13 12- 16
9 9 15

,

2 2 4

4 - 3 10

5 ' 4 10.

6 5 . 17

9 8' 17

13 12 . 15

20' 21 14

' -

'-

3 2

.

7
2 2 6

6 5 12

16

13

4

7

:1

9

'14

20

25

6

6 .

13

16 17
11 14

4 6

6 12

10 , 17

10 20

14 20

20 21

26 19

5 12
5 12

12 19

33

33

18

28

33

29

'31

42

34

.

24

31

43

.

33

34
.

18

'27

29

33

32

' 44

35

23
. 30 .

44

---....

33

30 ,

22

34

34

35

. 29

40

N 31

\
,

29

3e,

'A
41

.

"..

-38
44

- 75

_61

56

50

45

124

20

67

61

37

.

_30 34

44 41

76 68.

64 44

58 39

52 28

46' '34

24 24

18 36

70 52
63 46

39 28

43
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Critiosi
PrOb14111

Seribla
Treble. --

itaierete

PrOblea

,

e Not a '

- lroblea -.- _
.

axol. Pbil.
-,, 'Phil. _ a

'MAL Pitt. Pitt.
,

-Total

Ihrol. ?bal.

Phil. a
Pitt. ;Pitt.

SZCl.
Phil.

Total Pitt.

mil.
a

Pitt.

;

Zxcl. Phil.
Phil. &

Total Pitt. Pitt.

DI SCPPOR (Discipline Problems)
.

i
Too such time is spent on discipline problems.

The-values'heldby the students are in conflict with;
those of the school.

.

Soo, little support on discipline is provided by
adlioistrators.t

Too little support on discipline is given by the parents.
Disruption 'of war class(es) by students is a continuing
frustiation.

'

1
'

I. ' .

.

r
.

.

.
.

.

-----L-4A
.

,

,.

10 8 30 .

10 8 23

11 10 24
18

I.

16 31

10 7 27

.

.

.

,

. .

.

27

25

16
32:-

15 ,

,

26 25-

25 30

' 15 21 .

32 32

14 21

.

,

1p 38

46 48

31 32

40 41

39 40

.

.

-

24

'33

28
28

33

.

-,

.

36 . 38 21

18 19 14
. .

,41 43 '27
10 11 9

37 39 19

,
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.

. .

.

.

"

;
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in student's school work, student study habits, time spent on discipline, and allof
the other items for discipline problems. This list included all but one iteid
on the. elementary Philadelphia and PittsbUigh teacher list.of negative areas plus
several additional items were noted. It'was evident a higher pecentage of intermediate
urban teachers were responding with the "Critical. Problem" option than did urban'
elementary teachers.

. .

On a more positive note there were items where urban' intermediate teachers
were: more positive "than teachers acroseCrennaylvania. :,For the following items a
higher percentage of urban intermediate teachers selected "Not a Problem".than did
all Pennsylvania teachers:"Not enough teachers actively participate in extracurricular
activities." "The parents do not support what the schopl does. ". "The emphasis on
athletics in this school disrupts classroom. earning." :"The competition for grades
at this schOol puts too much pressure"-on students." and "In-service education provided
by the district does not meet my' needs."

As was the case with urban elementary teachers, the urban secondary ,

teachers retPonsew did not aster the state data by more,than 3 or 4 percent. This
was metinly'due to the number of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers compared to the
number of Pennsylvania teachers in total. Hence, the urban teacher influence was

%
3
limited when the state percentages were calculated.

Overall the intermecliate teachers were for Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
more negative than their Pennsylvania teacher colleagues. Also, the urban intermediate
teachers were more negative than the urban elementary teachers. An examination of,
the, most severe problems revealed a great amount of similarity between urban teachers
and all Pennsylvania teachers, and between urban elementaty,and urban intermediate
teachers.,-;,

Urban Secondary Teacher Perceptinns

7
.

Secondary urban teacher data were placed in Table 6 along with Pennsylvania_
teachet perceptions and Pennsylvania teachers excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
teachers.

Secondary and intermediate teachers from Philadelphia andlPittsburgh
shared many of the same perceptioes...eLschool conditions.' Themoit positive

secondary teacher responses, based on-inperdentage of teachers selecting "Not a
iToblem" were for items on: competitiod for grades putting pressure on students,
lack of freedom in selecting instructional strategies, support staff cooperation, .

and teachers working well together. These items were often seiectedvby urban teachers
and by teachers acrods.Pennsylvania.

-

The most negative secondary teacher responses were on: strident indifference
to school, parental interest in student's school work, parentiteacher'interaction,
teacher input into resolving community problems,-student study habits,_ student
absenteeism, time on discipline problems, student values conflicting with thog of
the school, parental support on discipline and class disruptions. These items were
under the general school condition areas of '!teacher /student /parent relationships",

"factors disruptive to classroom management" end gdisepline problems."

Due to the number of teachers included from Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
they were of little ihfluence on the percentages recorded for the totel.iPennsylvania
teacher responses. This finding was congruent with the findings for intermediate
and elementary teachers.



TABLE 6

stripawaeliSICOSIDisirsimaiiceas FOR BECOEVAlif. TIECIfiE PEACEFTIOB OF FCii00LICOIIIATIONS
1981

, ,

. .
.

I.

Critical
Problem

Serious
Problem

Nuderats
'Problem

A

Not A

Problem

...

Excl. Phil.
Phil. i

'Total! Pitti Pittl

Excl. Phil..
Phil. a

Tote,. Pitt. Pitt.

: Excl.
Phil.

. Total Pitt.

Phil.
a

Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. s

Pitt. Pitt.

.
'

I ,
LV11411CT (Activities Exiiint.1 to the Classroom) .

Tiler. 'are toe. few activities which recognize the'falent
of our students

,

There is little emphasis on vocational development.e
There is no time or place for students and teachers to
interact outside of the classroom.

Not enough teachers are involved in helping students
overcome problems.

.

Not enough teachers actively partiApate in extracurricular
activities.

. ,

!RELATE (Tescher/Student/learent Relationships)

The students in this school aren't really interested in
learning.

Too many of my students are iidifferent to school.
There is not enough parant»teacher interaction.,
Ito Pony parents take little or no interest in their

...children0m,sChool work.
Theviality of teacher-parent

interaction is not good.
. .

.

t

.

4 ........A____,..-4 \
3 3 6

'6 4 14
,

4 3 8

7 6 9
,

7 5 15
9 7 21,
11 9 26

,

18 16 34
7 6 18

14 13 17
9 8 15

15 14 23

18 17 25

22 22 , 22

28 28 36
33 32 41
29 28 36

39 39 41
23 23 30

.

, ',

36 36
32 32

41 42

51 82

43 44

57 59
48., '50

45 48

37 39 '
50 52

...

.

38
32

.

34
.

44

40

44
33

29

21

39 '

.

45
56

.

3- 9

27

28

8

10

'14

, 5

18

.
.

t7 37
57 ' 47

40. 13

28 23^
.

28 25

8 5
11 5
15 9

'

6 4
19' 13

.

.

The !total" column,piesents
Pennsylvania teacher responses in percentakor all teadhers. n"9,026

7714 "Ucl. Phil., Pitt." column presents Pennsylvania teacher responses in'percentages,excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. ne7,9253
The Phil./s Pitt" column presents Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacher responses in percentages. n"1,101

47
) 48

10,
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, . Not A

,

Problem.

., .ml Pb 1.
,thill i

Total Pitt. Pitt.
.

. Excl. Phil.
phil. S

TOtal Pitt. Pitt.
.

Excl.
Phil.

Total Pitt.

Phil.
6

Pitt. Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. 4

Pitt. Pitt.

'

'

)

- . /

:, lawn a,problem.arises involving a coesunity,,group, the
-teachers have little input into the solution.-
lite tereats.63 not siApportehat,the'school does.

-Thu parents do not place a,high value ca'educatiqm,..
Students in this schopl have poor study habits. .1;

. .\
,

. DISRtirr (Paciors Di

.

sruptive to CliMzforoom Management)
0. -,A_ . .

The different rams or ethnic groups don't get along
well-together.

. ,

. Tho.achlevesent towels of my"stisdents are too
us.

',lima nutrition problems see" to affect .the,
loarnixig, ,A.Uitudenta. , -

:As aschasis oriMletion in this School disrupts,classroomieaimihg. '

`The-coigatitim for grades at thiA,'schcol puts too such
pressure on students. . . .

,

.., My students axe chronicially absent from school. -

There are too stay outside intarroptio1
during elms -

periods.
'X bar, to spend too such time

on non-instructional duties.
i

INFLUFWZ (Teacher Influence Upon Instructional Decisions)
.

Physical facilitiaa of this school limit:ihe'ldnds of
progress provided, for studepts.
Z work, with too many students each day. -

lack of fteedoa to teach the way 1 wentsto makes me
less effective with my students,

.
.

.

.

13 12 , '21
_7 6 15
10 "1 - 18
22 .9 45

'

.

1 1 ---5
,

.

6 . 5 13

2 1 9

8 '8''' 9

2 1 3
11 8 31

.

10 111 14
9 8 26

.

.

10 . '10 11
7 7 11

2 2 4

28 28 , 32
23 23 30
29 28 35

,

4
42 43 38

3 2 10

20 19 32

.6 6 18

71 13 15

5 , 5 4
20 18 29

15 15 17
17, 17 ' 19

16 16 17
12 12 11

4 3, 6

.

. .

41 43
51. 53
45 47.
'33 35

.'.'

.

18 16

, 51 53
.

37 37
-

39 33 ,
,

31 33 :

47 50 .

43 44
41 42

i

34 34'.

33' 34

17' 17

33
38
36 .

. 16

.

- 41

41

41

39

19
34

41
'33

,

.

36

30

20

,

16
18
15
3

.

76

21

52

40

62

22

31

33

--ii
47

77

17 14
18 17
15, 11
3 1

81 44

L..

'23 14
,

56 32
".

'

46'. 37.

61 74
24 6

32 28
33 32

-

40 36
47 .48

78 _70

.

.-'
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=mit, 6 (cOntimi."0

TWO= macirmairor hapecokutTloms
1941

, . .':. .
- .

,..-- -, .

. .
_

. Critical
, :_,Problem .

. .
..- ,

Srions
Problem c

.

/Wrst.
Problem-

Mai a
Problem

, .

. - , ., -

. -

- -
.Total

Ira._ Phil.
Ital.', a
Pitt. Pitt. - Total

Excl. Phil.

Phil. , a I

Pitt. Pitt.

401. Phil.

Phi3.- &

Total irlt. Pitt.

/

Total

Excl. Phil.
Phil. & .

Pitt. Pitt.

/

.

.

, .
. ..

Toachers Ws little control over patters such as
textbook selection, curriculum and-instructional

.1
programs. .

Mooney curriculum programixre initiatedexta non
consigtid or trained. . .

My teaching is limited by the quality of, or lick of,
irtstrucilowd. equipment and materials.

,
... - . -..

Having to teach special olgnation students in regular .

classes is a problem. ,

There is toolittle teachfr input in solving adeinistra:-
tine problems, . .

In- service ducation provided by the district dons not
meet my needs-. - .

, .

M UT (Staff Interpersonal Relationships)
, .

.

'r
The support staff in this school in not o3operative.
The teachers, dpn't seem Who able to work well together.
114schoolffe is 24ttis Latotaation MMOng tout's-. in this,

, IA., imery... 4. doing his/her ow* thing.'
.

.

DISC:PAM (Discipline ProbleMm) ,

Too mach time is spent on discipline prOhyms.
A. values held by the students are in conflict with
those of the school. .1,

Too little support on discipline is provided. by
administrators., .

.
Too little support on discipline i.-.5iVen by parenis.
Disruption of my class(es) by students is a'-continuing
'frustration.

4

5

5

8

14

,, 21 .

3 .

3

7

6

11'

'11
18

8

.

11 9

4 10

5 10

6 17

,13 '18

2. 17

,

.

. .

l "7.

3 . 5

7 12

6. 21

9 23

2

'10 . 16
17_ 29

7 20 .

6

\9

13

,22

2S-

7'
7

17

.

' 15

.

26

17e
33

13

,

5 13

4.

8, 18

10 ' 17
_._.--

13 21

23 23

26 19

6 11
,

7 8

16 20
,

14 23

26 33,

,
17 20

. 33 33

12 19,

-..-

26 25 33
1

...--3 1 ------ 28 32

.-' 1

36 35 38

.
.

31 31. 31

44 45 39

.
..4-i.

34 35i 30

27 27 12.
25 35i. t 4

4W 49 42

.

Y.

29 40 . 33

.

48 SO, 36

34' 35 34

39 40 31

39. 39 37

'.

..
64

57

48,
.-

47

19'

19

63
55

28

37'

,

14

38

9

10

' ^

.

67 451

60 40
;..

50 :35'.

50 21

19 20

17 34

.t

65 50 ''

55 53

28 26

40 23

15 8

38 30

.10 . 7

42 24

-

51
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For secondary urban teachers the responses were rather negative when
competed to urban elementary teachers or to most Pennsylvania teachers. Based on
these data,it would appear that teachers from Philadelphia and Pittsburgh perceive
the school conditions in moreegative terms. It was'noted secondary urban teachers
did for a tett items have.more positive perceptions.,

'

V

Smeary

As stated previously Philadelphia and,Fittsburgh teachers perceived the
school problems as being more critical than did their teacher colleagues from other
Pennsylvania school districts. Some of the perceived urban school problems were:
teacher/student/Parent relationships, factors disruptive ,to classroom management
and discipline problems. Urban teachers noted some of the most severe-problems in
relationships with parents and students but not with teacher -colleagues. In fact,

teachers from the urban areas were rather positive' concerning teacher in-service
programs and the competition for grades pressuring,students.

N

Introduction

RESULTS USING CONTROL VARIABLES

Analysis of variance was used to analyze teacher perceptions of . satool 4

conditions bailed on selected control variables. The control variables wea tlie.
following: socio-edonomic status, seudent'preception of parental interest, population
density, years of teaching experience, teacher education level, Class size and

hiringpractices. All of the analysis of variance calculations were made. separately
for the three teachers groups: elementary, intermediate aid secondary. Where
significant differences were found using th analysis of variance technique, the .

Duncan multiple range test was.utilized to determine signifiAnt grbup contrasts.

Analysis for Hiring Practices

Results of the analysis of variance using hiring practice grow:3 were
Placed in Table 7 for mlementary teachers, Sable 8 for intermediate teachers and
Table 9 for secondary teachers-. Hiring practice groups were indicators of the
administrative tendency to employ individuals that were from the local area or '

individuals from outside the local area. Insiders were defined in this study as

individuals graduating from high school in or within thirty` miles. of the employer
school district boundaries. Outsiders were considered to be individuals'who
graduated from high school more than thirty miles but less than 100 milep from the
employer school district boundarieA,.,.. Distant outsiders were individuals graduating
from high school more than 100 miles from the emr-yer school district boundaries.

Elementary teacher results were stati Illy significant for several

school condition'. areas including: teacher-satisfaction with relationships with
parents,.teachuristudent/parent relationships, factors diaruptive tq classroom
management, teacher influence upon instructional decisions and discipli-e problems.
The outsider group means were the highest reflecting more positive perceptions of
school conditions. However, the difference between group means was rather small for

-Itelementary teachers,

4



TABLE]

a
MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ELEMENTARY MACRE' PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS

EY HIRING PRACTICE GROUPS DURING 1981

SCHOOL
CONDITIONS

DISTANT
OUTSIDER

MEAN

HIRING PRACTICE GROUPS,

INSIDER
MEAN F-RATIOI

SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS

OUTSIDER
MEAN

Teacher' satisfaction with
relationships with parents

Activities external to the
classroom

Teacher/student/parent
relationships '

Factors disruptive to
clariroom management

"Teacher influence upon
instructional decisions

Staff idierpersodal
relationships

- ,

Discipline problems

n ...-.-

2.19 ---------

11.55

18.70

19.82

20.22

7.72

10.58

2100

---2;23
.

11.72

19:03

19.92

20.46

7.80

1780

2.17

11.56

18.25

/9.65

20.03

..

7.71....
10.21

7022

5.16

2.46

18.28

6.88

-5.84

1.76_ _

23.50
,

2>3; 1,2>3

.

1,2>3 :

1>3; 2>3; 1,2>3

1F- radios that were greater than or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Group contrasts identified were thdse statistically significant at the :01 level .of -probability.
Group one was the "distant outsiders", group two was the "outsiders" and group three was the "insiders".
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TABU 11-.-4-,
scpszs AND MALYSIS 01-VARIANCR YOR INTERNEDIATN TRACI= mamma of SMOOT. totannoss

BY WRING PRACTICE ORO" DORM 1981

IOW

LOONDITION$ ,

DISTANT'
OUTSIDER
MAN

OUTSIDER INSIDER , sICNIFICANT
2MEAN NEAR 1E-RATIOI CONTRASTS

Tesclua-atisfacticateith .

relationahlOa with parents 1.83 1.88 1.89 4.40

Attivitlei external to the
-classrooe , 10.76 10.75 10.69 0.44

teacher/student/parent
A f

.relationships,

. .

14.76 15.19 14.85 3.22

"actors disruptive to
,cliumrcanuansgement 18.34 18.43 18.42 i 0.44

-.teacher influence upon.

-lastrnctional decisions -

..., /

19.41 19.48. 19.22 2.32

,Ntaff interpersonal
"relationships 7.25 7.21 .,- 7.15 . '3,30

Aliaciplinerproblems 9.15 9.44 9.14 4.32
..

a 1932

.

1630 4840

.hr-ratiomi-that were greater than or equal to 4.70 veze-statisticallysignificant at the .01 level ofprobability.

2"
Contrasts between groups were not examined, since none of the 1- ratios was statistically significant.

.icroup ooe was the "distant outsiders", group two was the "outsiders" and group three was the "insiders".
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TABLE 9

miCicous AND ANALYSIS or INE/0016101 stommir TEACNISLTERUPTIONSi6F scam cowilmoms
EY mama PRACT/CE =MPS MIND 1.981

leacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents

Activities eIternal to the
elaiirooa -

Teacher/stede4C/Perent
relationships

Factors dissliptive to
classroom' management

. -

Teacher influence upon
.instructional decision!

'Staff interpersonal

relationship*

Diacipline problems

n

*

1.81
;

10.75

14.23

17.47

19.81

,6.93

9.46

193k

,

)

1.86
.

.

10.66

14.45

17.64

19.58

6.86

Q 9.34

104

1.84

10.64 .

N

, 14.08

17.39

19.35

6.88

9.11

f

1.64

1.08

3 .58

..

3.50

7.18

0.74

8.40

1>3r

1 >3; 1,2)3

!ratios that were greater than or equel to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Contraste.between groups were not examl0d, since none of the F-ratios was statistically significaft.
Group one was the "4istant outsiders", group two was the "outsiders" and group three wfs the "insiders ". .
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None of the analyses for intermediate teacher groups displayed significant
differences, for the school conditions. These data.were summarized in Table .8. 3

Secondary teacher results were significant for two school condition areas:teacher influeitce upon instructional. decisions and discipline problems. For, secondaryteachers the distant outsider teacher means were highest for the significant areas.
Thus, distant outsiders had significantly more positive perceptions,

Overall the analysis of :hiring practice groups wasmot conclusive.
There was a slight trend for outsiders- at-the elementary level anddistant outsiders
for some secondary'teacher perceptions to be more positive. Thedifferences between
the group means were small in every case.-

Analysis. of Class Size

.
.-.., Analysis of mean class size as a Control-Variable was placed in'Tables

10, 11 and 12 for elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. Class.size was
measured by an item posed to teachers asking.their.mein class size excluding
supervisory duties such as study halls'. Analysisof variance was employed to

significant differences.
.

. .

.

.

,-.,

Results.for elemeniary,,Intermediate and secondary teachers were
significant for every scho61condition,area. 'Hence*, mean class size was statistically _
linked to the teacher perceptions of achoOl conditions. "-Grpup means and group
contrasts revealed much more positfve,attitudes by ,teachers with smaller classes..

The elementary teacher analysis had°F-ratios'Which Were greater than the
intermediate or secondary teacher analysis. Overall, elementary-teachers in the"twenty

-one to twenty-five" class size group perceived school conditions in amore
positive manner, for all but -two areas; than the _teachers in. any Of theother three
class size groups including the !twenty or fewer" group: The teachers'in the twenty;
Or'fewer grouphad the most positive attitude-6A two areas which included discipline
_problems. ,As might be exppeted the teacherS in'the over thirty class size group had
the most negative perceptions, especially in the areas of diSciplineproblems.

Intermediate teachers were most slave inIthe twenty or fewer and
twenty-one to twenty -five. class size groups. The twenty or fewer class size group

-tad the highest mean score only &perceptions of teacher influence upon instructional
.decisions. The intermediate. teachers in the twenty -one to twenty -five class size

group had - the mdst positive mean scores on all other school conditions.

Secondary teacher means f6r thetwentyor fewer group were the most
positive for several genecal areas including: teacher satisfaction with relationshipa'
with parents, teacher/student/parent relationships, factors disruptive to classroom
management, teacher influence'upon instructional decisions and discipline problems.
Thus,'-for the secondary teachers the twenty or fewer class size group reflected more
positive perceptions. Differences between group means were not as large as those
found for the elementary teachers.

In total, it was evident that mean class size had a significant relationship
with teacher perceptions of school conditions. Those teachers with small classes

57
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TABLE 10

AND maim or VARIANCZ FOR LIEKINTARY TSAI= PERCEPTIONS OF sown CONDITIONS,
BY CLAMS SIZE GROWS DORM 101

SCHOOL
CONDITIONS

CLASS stzs stoups

7-RATIO'
SIGNlFICAN
CONTRASTS

20 21 26

or to to
FEWER 25 30 30

'--

Teacher satisfaction. with

refationihips with parents 2.20 2.28 2.17 1.89 87.74 - 142;.1>4;

Activities external.to the
classroom 1i :66 11.94, ' 11:60 10.18 128.66 1<2; 1>4;

Teacher/student/parent
relationship ;- '18.78 10.39 18.27 15:53 175.88 1 <2; 1>4;

Factors disruptive r7,

classroom 'management _ 20.09 20.15 19.55 1A4ZP 147.86 1>3; 1>4;

Teacher influence upon
.instructional decisions 21.29 20.76 19.55 17.45 219.84 1>2; 1 >3;

1,2>3,4
Staff 'interpersonal

relationships 7.82. 7.92 7.75 6.95 112.84 1>4; 2>3;

Discipline problems 11.02, 10.91 .10.09 8.18 218.90 1>3; 1>4;

222b 4052 3314 1192

1

F-ratios that were greater than or equal to 3.90 were statistically significant at the .s level of-prat ility.

2
Group contrasts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 revel of pr ability.
Group on was "20 or fewer", group'two was "21 to 25",-group three was "25 to 30" sad group four was "over

. . '.!

30".

58

2$3;.2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

2>3; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4;'1,2>3,4

2>3; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

2>3; '2>4; 3>4;- 1,2,3>4; 1,2'3,4_

1>4; 2 >3; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4;

2>4; 34; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

2>3; 2>ft; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2'3:4

1;
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TABLE 11-

C>.

MEAlscous MD ANIMUS OP MIA= POE nriristomu karat ru merlon OP. SCHOOL common

Teacher satiifaction with'`

relmtionehipslwith.parente

Activiiiee'externa1 to the
'classroom, -: .-

teacher/ student/ pireet

` relitimmthip ,.

. 1
,

4.&I lectern disruptive toc

.

,

,ciesarema management
, ..

Teacher influence. upon

20

'Or

FOTER

T. CLASS SIZE,GROUFS DURING Ism. -3gnaw
CLASS SIZE CROUPS .1

: 21 ..., . 26
to
25

. to
,10_

. OVER
30 r-Renol

SIGNIFICANT
TS'

'

0

..\

1.88

...

10.68

'15.01

18:56

20.27

.

.

7.18,,

/

"9.48'
t.

2110

.5I.93

15.30

18.61

19;88

7.32,

9:51

2276

1.90

IC185

15;04'

18.43

19.01

7.25

4.20

2632

.1 r,.72

9.78

13.54

17-47

A

1L02.

/0.0157.
.8.06

1112

18.86.

52.08

1

'29.60

26.96

131.84

26.50

47.46

1>4; 2>4;:l>4;

1<2;,1>4; 2>4;

1>,5.; 2>4; 3>4;

1;4; 2>4; 3>4;

1>3; 1 >4; 2>3;

1>4; 2>4; 3>4;

i>4; 2>4; 3 >4;

1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

1,2,3>4; 1,2 >3,4

2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2)3,4

0

1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

imeituctiontlileciaionn'

Staffinterpereonel ,

. ritstionships ,

Disepline'kobleme

I
. 7

YT.1!!ithat were greater than or equal to 3.90 were statistically significant it the

2Croup'contrasta identified were those statistically significantjatithe .01 level of rod
Croup one-was "20 or,fewer",,group two was "21 to 25", group three was "25 to'30"

01 Iziel of p. bability.

ability.

oup fur va,. "over 304.

)*61
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TABLE 12

MEAN SCORES AND. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SECONDARYEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL COND

cobrnoms

- Teacher satisfaction with
relationships pith parents

Activities external to the
classroom

. .

Teacher/ student/ parent
relationship'

,

Factors disruptive to
classroom %amassment

Teacher infltience upon

instructional declaims,.

Staff interpersdnal
elationships

Discipline problems

;" n +, ^''

ST CLASS SIZE GROUPS DURING 1981

20
or

FEWER ,

CLASS SIZE'.6163UPS

*

OVER
30* F-RATIO'

21

to

25,

1' 26
to

: . 30

...

1.87 1.87, 1.79 1:73 10.72.

10.69 10.79 10.70 10.19, 11.36

.

:14.48 -.14.44 13.94 13.19 18.36

17.82 17.59 17.22 16.65. 30.96

20.60 19.88. 18.66 17.64, 136.20

6.96. 6.98 6.86 6.49 18.06

9.46 9.44 8.97

2466 2946 - 2546 938

TIONS /,

SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS2

1>4; 2>4;542, 3>4; 1,2>3,4

,1>4; 2>4; 3>4; ]32,3 >4; 1,2>3,4

1>3; 1>4; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3 >4; 1,2>3,4

1>3; 1>4; 2>3; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 12>3,4

1>2; 1>3; 1.4r2>3; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3,>4;
1,2>3,4

I, . 2>4;

I 1>3; 1>41

/. ,
, t

IF-rall6a_that-sere-greatertbin Or equal4O-3.90%-,erSStatistically significant at the .01 level of probabi ity.
.

:,-,,. -;
3Gioup contrasts identified werehos. statistically significani at the .01 level of probability.

- ,

Group one "20 or fewer", group two was "21 to 25", group three was "25 to 30", and group four was 'over 30."

U7s
. .

62
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3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4

8.62, 22.40 2>3; 2>4; 1,2,3 >4; 1,2>3,4

. r



were more positive ift,their petcep
differences were found between el-
findings in the,Oresent study were
(1979).revealing-small class size
Other studies reported similar fin
As class size and total student lo
These studies along with other! (
relationship between higher glass

ions of'school conditions. The greatest
Mary teacheri on the class size groups. The

congruent with.the results of,Smith and Glass
as associated with greater teacher satisfaction.
ings including McCaskill's (1979) work indicating
d increasedteacher work satisfaction decreased.
Idaway1978) support,the negative statistical
ize Sid teacher perceptions. I

Analysis of Teacher Education Level

Analysis. of variance re
teacher education level groups we
groups were formed: those withs
or Masties,equivalency were a se
more of graduate<work were the th
level'wes gathered fr m teachers

ults for elementary, intermediate and seconds
eplaced in Tables 13, 14 and 15. Three t
chelor'i or less were one group, with a Ma

and group and with a Master's plusone year or
rd group. The information on teacher education,

s a part of the EQA teacher questionnaire. ,

F-ratios we stet stically significant for elementary teacher groups on
all of the school conditIon areas--bUt_most of the F- ratios were rather low. The

teachers in the Bachelor's or les group'wer.e the most positive on six of the seven

areas.' Although the group means each of ihe4school condition areas varied only

Most of the results vele not statistically significant r intermediate and

secondary teachers. Those result that were significant indicated teachers with the
lowest education level were the at positive. .

It appeared the teach education level did not make much of a difference

in the teacher' perceptions of s hool conditions. For the significant' areas lower
education level teachers had slightly. more positive perceptions.

Analysis of Teacher Experience

Teachers reported oal the EQA survey the.number of years they had worked

'as a teacher. Using the teach(,_ years of,-experience data, groups were formed of
two or less, three to eight, line to fifteen and sixteen or more years of teacher
experience.

teachers, found inThe analysis of va lance results for elementary
Table 16, were significant f r all school Conditien areas, The least experienced
and most experienced teacher had the most positive perceptions. F-ratios were
high for several areesand'the difference, between group means was considerable
onthose areas. It appeare the fositive attitude of youth was evident in the

results. Also, one could h thesize that,those teachers remaining in the education
profession were the ones w th more positive perceptions, or that teachers became
positive in their percepti ns with.more years of experience: Thus, the teachers

with more years of expert ce perceived the school conditions in posit" terms.

Intermediate t acher results, found in Table,17, were not as dramatic as

those of the elementary eachers. The F-ratios were lower for intermediate than

those of the elementary/ teachers. Where significant differences were found the less

C:1
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TABLE 13

NEAN100,;48 AND AMALYSIS Oi VALIANCE FOR ELENENTAXY TEACHER ruizrrzoNs or SCHOOL COAITIONS
EY Tut n EDUCATION LEVEL GROUPS DURING 1981

SCNOOL
,CONDITIONS

BACEILOWS
OR LESS'

, TRACKER EDUCATION LEVEL

NAME'S PLUS
1 YEAR OR GREATER 1-RATIO1

SIGNIFICANT
CORTRASTSz

MASTER'S OR
PillIVALENLY

"feeaser Satisfaction With
relationihips with parents. 2.20 2.15- 2.21, 7;32.

Activities 'external to the
t'claparoos Lt 11.54 11.42 5.44

,Teacher/ student/ parent,

,relationship
to

. 18.6 18.24 18.41 6.56

Factors disruptivi to
.claseroon sienagesent 19.93 19.56 19.54 20.86 1>2; 1,3; 1 >2,3

' -'Teacher influence upon
instructional diasions 20.42 , 19.87 19.90 '16.86 1>2; 1>3; 1>2,3

Staff Interper
relationstips 7.84 7.66 - 7.58 21.84 1,2; 1>3; 1)2,3; 1,2>3

Discipline problems 10.52 10.25 110.22 8.32 1>2,3

a sosq 3992 1752

ra
r

i11 - tios that were greater,than or equal to 4.70 were s*Istiially sigtificent`at the .01 level of probability.

2
Group contrasts identified vete tn

. .

statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.
a .

, .

Group one was irBscbelOr's or less", group two vie "Nester's or equivalency ", group three was "Ninter4esplus e year or greiter".°(
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NO.

L",

ma scans AMAMI:tin 4 lAinkt POI urtomonas main ruarnows or saldowtonni.ons\ 84' T1A IDUCA27011 LIM mum mil= 1481
YEAOMMEDOCATIOU LEVEL

SCHOOL
CONDIT20113

ticsauxt's
OR LESS

, mites OR
EQUIVALENCY

MASTER'S ILUS
1 YEAR CR GREATER F-RATIO1

A
SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS

Teacher sitiefection with
relatioasbigis"with parents

r

Alettirit1es =tonal to the
elassr6te ,

Umber/ atudentt parent
relationship

?attire disruptive to
classroom management

Teacher influence upon ..

.instructional declaims '
.

Staff interpersonal
'relationships

Discipline problems
.

.m

6.

-.

1.87

10.72

14.90 .

18.45

19.45

7.24

9.20

3598

.

1.88

10.80

.14.91

18.45

19.35
,

7.24

9.28

2808

1.90

. 10.61

14.89

18.23

18.98

...
6.97

9.10

1770

7

0.62

2.38

.

0.00

2.98

. 5.88

14.60

1.42

1'3; 2'3; 1.2'3

It-ratios that were greater than or equal to 4.70 were statistically
significant at the .01 level of probability.. .

2Grovp contrasts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 lava of probability.Group one was "Daebelor's or less", group two was ")aster's or equivalence,.
group-three was ."Master's plus one year or greater ".'

(, et
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TABLE 15

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCEIFOR.SECOillARY TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
BY TEACHER EDUCATION LEVEL GROUPS DURING 1981

SCHOOL
CONDITIONS

BACHELOR'S
OR LESS

TEACHER. EDUCATION LEVEL

F- RATIO'

SIGNIFICNTL
CONTRASTS2

)(ASTER'S OR

EQUIVALENCY
MASTER'S PLUS
1 YEAR OR GREATER

Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents ; 1.84 1.82 1.84 0.54

Activities_ external to the
'claisroom 10.75 10.59 10.66 2.98

Teacher/ student / parent
relationship 14.32 13.99 14.24 3.52

Factors disruptive to
,classroomAminagement 17.77 17.40 17.06 29.56 1>2; 1>3; 1,2,3; 1,2>3

Teacher influence upon
instructional decisions 19.72 19.38 19.35 6.04

Staff interpersonal
relationships 7.05 6.73 6.77 21.38 1>2; 1>3; 1>2,3

Discipline problems 9.17 9.30 9.26 1.20

3544 3048 2336

1F-ratios that were greater than or equal.to:4.701wers statistically significant.at
the .01 level of probability.

2Group contrasts identified
were those: statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

Group one was "Bachelor's or lees ", group two Was "Master's or equivalency", group three was "Master's plus one year or greater".
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experienced (two years or.less) and the most experienced teachers were the most
politive.

perceptions. The secondary teacher results were placed in Table 18.

significant.for all school condition areas. An examination of the results revealed
the.least experienced and most experienced teachers as having the most positive

Analysis of variance results for secondary teachers were statistically

For all teachers (elementary, secondary and intermediate) it was evident.
that the lead experienced and most experienced teachers had the most positive
perceptions. Differences between group means were most dramatic'for elementary
teachers and on the teacher satisfaction with relationships with parents area.

Research Wail reviewed that dealt with the issue of teacher years of .

experience and teacher perceptions. A study by Newman (1979) indicated:teachers,
as they natured,, achieved a more positive rapport with students, and that teachers
became more flexible in dealing with students, Newman-gathered data"by interviewing
teachers with twenty to thirty years-of experience. A study bY' Crisp (1968) revealed
English teachers with more years of teaching experience perceived they had a better
knowledge-of their subject area. It was evident that a considerable amount of
research on teacher experience has been conducted, but not as much information was
found orithe relationship with perceptions of school conditions.

Analysis of Population Density

Population density data were gathered for the school/participating in
the state assessment program.' These data were used to form rural, suburban and
urban teacher groups. The analysis of variance results on population density groups
were placed in Table 19 for element/try teachers, Table 20 for intermediate teachers
and Table 21 for secondary teachers.

The results were consistent for all three teacher groups (elementary, 7

intermediate and secondary). -Suburban teachers were significantly more positive
for all elementary and intermediate teachers perceptions, and in iiveof the seven
school condition areas for secondary teachers. Secondary rural teachers were'most
positive only on factors disruptive to classroom mane ent and staff interpersonal
relationships. It was noted urban elementary, inte diate and secondary teachers
had the lowest mean scores for every school conditio area. Many of the group
contrasts. were found to be statistically significant supporting the previous
statement on which teacher groups were most positiire

In total, the suburban teachers had,the mos positiye perceptions of school
conditions'. Urban teachers had-negative perceptions f school conditions. The
analysis of variance results were highly significait with elementary teachers having
some of the greatest differences between-means.

A study of rural teachers in California (Muse, 1979) found they perceived
the school as offering more individual attention, better discipline and closer
teacher-student relationships. The same group of teachers felt some of the problems
were lack of parental_ support, educational goals, motivation and in-service programs.
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TABLE 16

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE YOIEIMMEN1131TEACHER PERCEPTIONS ov'sciappL CONDITIONS -

EY TEACRE2 TEAM 'or EXPIRIENCE GROUPS DURING 1981

SC TOOL

CONDITIONS

Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents

Activities-external to the
clatutroota

4Teacher/ stud t/ parent
relationship

t .

.C.

Factors ruptive to
classy management

cher influence upon
ructionstl decisions

Staff interpersonal
relationships

Discipline problems

'7

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

2 3 9 16
or 110. to Or SIGNIFICANT
LESS 8 15 MORE F-EAT/01 CONTRASTS2

2.18

11.62

19.28

20.33

21.26

7.90

10.84

4E6

2.09

11.43

19.47
19.72

2.13

11.55

18.12

2.38

11.78

19.59

91.48

8.64

70.72

19.60 20.13 33.48

19.72 21.06 65.10

t 7.63 7.65

- 10.02 10.17

3274 4244

7.94 24.76

11.01 47.46

2860

1 <4; 2<4; 3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

2<4; 2,3<4

1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<4;
1,4>2,3

1>2; 1>3; 2 <4; 3<4; 1>2,3;.2,3<4;
1,4>2,3

1>2; 1>3; 2 <4; 3<4; 1>2;3; 2,3<4;
1,4>2,3

2<4; 3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

1>2; 1>3; 2 <4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<4;
1,4>2,3

1
1P-ratios that were greater than or equal to 3.90 Vireltatistically significant at .01 level of probability.

.
.

1

2Group contrasts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.
Group one was "2 or less", group two was "3 to 8", group three was "9 to 15" and group four vas "16 or more".

0
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TA* 17
-(

- NEAN-SIDDISKS AND ANALYSIS DP VARIANCE 101, wasp)Litz isicisi iiidrrnoss or scoot. oosomosi
: werrAcszs. TEARS or EIVERIINICE sours DURING 1981

SCOWL .

CONDITIONS

Tasehereatisfactionswith
relationships with pirencs

Activities external to the
classroom

.

Tescher)studant (parent';

0- relationships ,

Vectors disruptiveto
classroom msnagement

Teacher influemcs up6
initruction&decisions

_

Staff interpersonal

relationships

Discipline problems

a

2
Or
LESS

YEARS or liessizGCE

3 9.
to to
8_ 15

1.90 1.79 1.84 -

10.94 10.73 10.70

.

14.7015.60 14.44
t

18.82 18.32 18.40 ,

20.02 18.97 18.97

7.50 7.04 7.15

8.97 8.78 9.26

454 2234 1956

16
or

DORE r-skiiot
SIGNIPICAN/
CONTRASTS

2.00

10.68

29.78

1.08

15.43 17.64

18.4 2.82

19.88 23.80

7.29 11.

9.55 18.92
,

2514

1>2; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3 <4; 1,4 >2,3

1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

2 <3; 2<4; 2,30

2<4;3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<4;
1,4>2,3

If that were greater than or equal to 3.90 were stMtisamally-significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Cioup contrasts identified
were those statistically significant at the .01 level of orohability.Groupone was "2 or less", group two was "3 to 8", group three wee "9 to 15" and group four was "16 or more".
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TABLE 18

MEAN SCORES AND'Aiimis 0 VARIANCE FOR SECONDARY WACKER' PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
EY, YEARS OF EXPERIENCE GROUPS DURING 1981

TEAM EXPERIENCE

'scioot,

CONDITIONS

2
or
LESS

3
to

8

4!Teacher satisfaction with.
relationships with parents 1.81 1.71

Activities external to the
classroom 11.28 10.68

Teacher/ student / parent
reF'tionships 14.93 13.78

ta
'1 /

Factors disruptive to
classroom management 18.02 17.52

Teacher influence upon"
instructional decisions 19.91 19:47

. ,

Staff interpersonal
relationships . 7.38 6.88

Discipline problems 8.90 8.99

n 386 1962

9

to

15

1.75

10.66

13.73

17.31

18.97

6.79

9.06

3180

16
or
MORE F-RATIOI

SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS2

1.98 64.36 1 <4; 2 <4; 3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

10.60 6.90 1>2; 1>3; 1>4; 1>2,3

28.56 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1,4>2,3;14.75
1>2,3; 2,3<4

17.48 5.36. 1>3

t_
19.91 23.58 - 1>3; 2>3; 3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

6.92 12.04 1>2; 1>3; 1>4; 1>2,3; 1,4>2,3

9.56 17.50 2<4; 3<4; 2,3<4

3400

1F- ratios that were greater than ox equal to 3.90 were-statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Group contrasts identified were those statistically significant at t .01 level of probability.
Group one was "2 or less", group two was."3 to 8", group three w 9 to 15" and group four was "16 or more".

. _
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4AOStORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR zuotaran UMW PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
BY POPULATION DENSITY CATEGO IN 1981

s

.SCHOOL

CONDITIONS

PAM:AVON r:,itistrr

'Teacher satisfaction with
"relationships with parenti

Activities external to .

the classrooa

"Yreachei/ student/ parent,
relationships

Afactore ldisruptivs to
clasarooh management

Teacher influence upon
instructional decisioni

Staff Interpersonal

Discipline problems

n

SUBURBAN
SIGNIFICANT

F- RATIO' CONTRASTS'

2.22 ?.35 1.87 311.69 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

11.68 12.28 10.51 290'93 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

18.65 20.66 15.25 811.68 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

19.95 20.44 18.43 334.63 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

20.27 21.19 18.58 211.36 1<2; 2>3;-1>3

7.81 8.01 7.15 203.63 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

'10.78 11.31 8.19 653.27 1<2; 2>34 1>3

5563 2913 2463

1V- ratios that were 'teeter than or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability,

'2Croup contrasts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.
'Croup one was "rural", group two was "suburban" and group three. .was "urban".

7
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TABLE 20

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE FOR INTIDOOTDIATE
TEACHER PERCEPTIONS,OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS

BY POPULATION'TENSITY CATEGORIES TN 1981

SCHOOL
CONDITIONS RURAL

POPULATION DENSITY

URBAN F-RATIO1
SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS2

SUBURBAN

Teacher satisfactimu.with
relationships with parents 1.91 2.04" 1.61 148.05 1 <2; 2>3; 1>3'

Activities,external to
the classroom 10.63 11.37 9.92 127.12 1(2; 2 >3; 1>3

Teacher/ student/ parent
relationship 14.70 16.41 12.95 215.24 1(2; 2>3; 1>3

Factors disruptive to
classroom momsgement 18.56 18.88 17.45 90.63 1(2; 2>3; 1>3

'.. Teacher influence upon
-instructional decisions 19.29 20.14 18.90 87.03 2 >3;,1 >3;

Staff interpersonal
relationships 7.20 7.43 6.71 . 70.77 1 <2; 2>3; 1>1.
Discipline Problems

n

9.42

4210

9.79

2498

7.56

1515

209.17 142; 2>3; 1>3:,

4-rations that were greater than or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of piobability.
2Group contruts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.Group one was "rural", group two was "suburban" and group three was "urban".
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41,

7

TAILS -21

uts or VASIANCE POISZCONDANT TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OP scram CONDITIONS
IT POPULATION DENSITY CATSGO IN 1981

CONDITIONS RONAL

Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents 1.87

Activities internal to
the classumme 10.58

14scher /student/ parent
-relationships '14.12

Tatars disruptive to
'elusions momagement 17.74

Teatherldfluence.upon
.instructional decisions_ 19.44

Staff intarpersonal
'relationships 7.02

'Discipline probleas 9.44

4314

.

POPULATION DENSITY

MORENA P-RATIO1

1.94 1.52 143.97

11.10 10.21 61.11

15.26 12.14 186.21

'17.62 15.90 163.22

20.01 18.48 54.59

6.87 6.63 24.55

9.60 7.80 159.77

3231 1443

P-ratios that were greater than

2Group contra/its identified were
Sroap one was "rural", group two

or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.
was "suburban" and group three was "urban".
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SIGNIFICANT
SCNTRASTS4

1 <2; 2>3; 1>3

1 <2; 2>3; 1>3

1 <2; 2>3; 1>3

2>3; 13



Analysis of Parental Interest in School

A series of three items were included on the student portion of the EQA
survey to determine student perceptions operental interest in school. This
information was used to categorize schools into three groups. Th- groups were
formed for schools where students perceived their parents as having "high interest",
"some interest" or "little interest." Results were placed in Tables 22, 23 and 24.

All of the analysis of variance results were statistically significant
for elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. In every case the teachers were
most positive in schools where the students perceived their parents as highly
interested in school. Teachers were the most-negative in,schools where the students
perceived their parents as only-having little interest in school. Most of the
differences between group means were large and significant group contrasts were
found.

It appeared students with the perception that their parents were interested
in school were located in schools where teachers were more positive in their
perceptions of school conditions. It could be suggested that having high parental
interest ieschopl could provide more positive school conditions for teachers.

Analysis of Teactter Expectations

Students responded to an item:On their perception of the teacher
expectations. The responses presented to students were: one of the best students
in the class, above average in the class, at least an average student, or a below
average student. The most positive response was assigned the highest score of
"three." The responses were assigned lower scores as response options became
negative. Data were collected from students at grades eight and eleven only. 'Thus,
the results were available for intermediate and secondary teachers only. Teacher
groups were forTed for those schools with "high expectations", "average expectations"
and "low expectations" as perceived by students.

All of the secondary teacher analysis of variance results were statistically
significant, and six of the seven F-ratios were significant for intermediate teachers.
It was observed that several of the F-ratios were rather low and that the differences
between group means were small. A review of Tables 25 and 26 found theteacher
average expectations" group was most often' positive.

Possibly those teachers with very high or low expectations were in '

conflict with the school and students. This may have decreased slightly the positive
teacher perceptions of ti:e school conditions. In any event the group means were
significantly different but in moss instances the differences between means were not
large.

Analysis of Socio-Economic Status

Socio-economic indicators were incorporated into the state assessment,
program by having students report their parental education and occupation levela
The socio-economic results were utilized to produce high, middle and low socio-economic
groups. Analysis of variance results for elementary, intermediate and secondary
teachers were placed in Tables 27,28 and 29.
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A

TABLE ,22

I

LAIN-SCOW AND otians OF vatutog POI naminARY TESOWPEROEPTIONS'OF SCEOOL ODNDITIONS
.SY-PArENTAL INTEREST IN SCROOC GROWS IN 1981

CONDITIONS
HIGH

INTEREST'

PARMATAL

.

INTEREST IN SCOWL.

F- RATIO'
SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS2

SONE
INTEREST

. LITTLE
INTEREST

?titbit 'satisfaction with
xelatf ships with parents

Aitivatiea external to the
disarm.'

Teacher/ student/ peTent
relatioishipa

Factors disruptive to
classroom managamett

Teacher infltenie upon
*tractional decisions

1
Staff intesperaonal
relationships

s

Dtpciplins problems

u

2.22

11.74

18.90
a

19.91

20.41

7.81

10.66

9483

4

1.90

10.55,

15.55

1

18.72

18.61

'7113

8.48,

1168.

1,
i
.

1.86

10.12 .

141..39

18.23

17.28

6.95

7.26

288

124.83

138.45

309.76

117.26

129.12

120.12
)

314.15,

A

1,3; 1>3

1>2; 2>3;

1>2; 2$3;
.

1>2; 2>3;

1>2; 2>3;

1>3; 1>3

1>2; 2>3;

1>3

1>3

1,3'

1>3

1>3

.

..

1,..rattos that wars greats's' than or equal to 4.70 vi statistically significant at the .01 level, of probability.
ICroup contrasts identified were those statistically

significant at the .02 level of probability.Grovp Rat was "High Interest", group two vats "Bone Interest" and
grit* three was "Little Interest".
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TABLE 23 ,

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIATE TEACHER PESCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS,
BY-PARENTAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL GROUPS IN 1981 ,.a.,

SCHOOL
CONDITIONS

NIGH
INTEREST

PARENTAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL

F-RATIO1

rs

SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS2

SOME
INTEREST

. LITTLE
INTEREST

Teacher altisfaction with
relationships with parents 2.10 1.89 1.71 157.57 1>2; 2>3; 1 >3

Activit2e6 external to the
classroom 11.55 10.71 9.96 201.75 1>2; 2>3;,1,3

Teacher/ student /parent e

relationships 17.39 14.63 12.89 518.46 , 1>2; 2>3; 1 >3

Factors disruptive to
classroom management 19.39 18.38 17.67 172.99 a 1>2;,2 >3; 1>3

Teacher iniquence upon
instructional decisions 20.72 19,18 18.22 182.43 1>2; 2>3; 1 >3

Staff interpersopai
relationships 7.56 7.23 6.77 116.85, 1>2; 2>3;'1,3

Discipline problems 10.64 9.03 8.02 376.02 1)2; 2>3; 1>3

n 2443 3148 i632

1V- ratios that were greater tbam or equal to 4.70 were significant at the .01 level of probability.

2
Group.contrasta identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.
Group one was .11114h Interest", group two was "Some Interest", aM group threw was "Little Interest".
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TABLE 24

NUN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE Irelt SECONDAStf TIMER PERCEPTIONS OP SCHOOL CONDITIONS
'BY PARENTAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL O#OUPS IN 1981

stIo4
WoDITIONS

Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents

Activities external to the
.Clarstoom

Teacher/ student; /parent
relationships

lectors disruptive to
,c1a3sroce management

reacher influence upon'
instructional decisions

Staff interpersonal
reLitzionships

Discipline probloms

2.09 1.90 1.69 161.48 1>2;

42.68 10.82 10.18 185.33 1>2;

17.20 14.74 12.60 518.49 1>21

18.22 17.59 16.92 87.16 1>2;

20.98 19.84 18.61 168.79 1>2;

7.29 7.06 6.61 97.28 1>2;

10.65 9.59 8.38 301.65 1>2;

1580 3380 4020

2>3; 1 >3

2>3; 1>3

2>3; 1,3

2>3; 1>3

2>3; 1,3

2>3; 1>3

2>3t 1>3

11-satlos chewers greater than or equal to 4.70 were statistically
significant at the .01 level of probability.

26 :nup_tontrasts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.
----Croup one was "High Interest", group two -wan "Some Interest", and group three was "Little Interest".

83



TAP.LE 25

MEAN SCOT AND AVALTSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIATE MOM PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
BY STUDENT PERCEPTION OF TEACHER IMPUTAION GIMPS IN 1981

STOOL
*CONDITIONS

TEAMM1OPECTATIONS

HIGH s.' AVERAGE LOW=Eamon EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS F-RATIO'
SIGNIFICANT
ODIRTRASTg2

Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents 1.81 1.95 1.90 19.77 1 <2; 2>3; 1c3

Activities external to the
classroom 10.41

-

10.85 10.83 18.59 1 <3; 142

Teacher/ student /parent
relatiofiships 4.4.56 15.27 14.72 14.36 1 <2; 3 <2

.

Ffctors disrdptive to,
classroom management 17.99 18.4 18.62 30.29 1 <2; 1 <3

Teacher influence upon
instructional decisions 19.10 19.43 19.41 3.56

Staff interpersonal
relationships 6.99 . 7.27 7.23 16.30 1 <2; 1<3

Discipline problems 8.59 9.39 9.46 46.06 1 <2; 1 <3

a 2312 3281 263C

IF- ratios that were greases shad Sr equal to 4.70
were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Groui contramts identified were those statistically
significant at the .01 level of probability.Group one was "High Expectations", stoup two was "Average Expectations'',

group three was "Low Expectations ".
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TABLE 26
, .

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OT FOR SECONDARY TEACNEeF-
PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS

BY STUDENT PERCEPTION OF TEACHER EXPECTATION CROUPS IN 1981

ICOOOL
'01NOITIONS

Timber satisfaction, with
relatiouihips with parents

Activities external to the
classrooa

-Teethed stodentherent
-relationships

Factors disruptive to
classramavemegement

Teacher influenie upon
InstrUttional decisions

Staff interpersonal
relationships

r

Discipline problem

a

TEACHER EXPECTATIONS

RICH AVERAGE LOW
'EVECTXTIONS EXPECTATIONS'

1.74 1.92 1.79 37.64 1.42; 1 <3; 2>3

10.48 10.76 10.83 11..03 1 42; 1,43'

13.78 . 14.56. . 14.03 17.81 1 <2;-3<2

16.55 17.66 17.71, 87.20 1 <2; 1 <3

18.88 19.76 19.57 26.06 1 <2; 1 <3

i
6.58 7.08 6.90 51.51 1 <2; 1>3; 2>3

8.63. 9.56 9.22 54.32 1<2; 2>3; 1<3

2180 4130 U78

SIGNIFICANT
F-RATI-01 CONTRASTS'

1V- ratios that were greater than or equal to 4.70
were statistically significant at the .01 Level of probability.

?Group contrasts identified were those statistically eignifies.t, at the .01 level of probability.Group one was "High Expectations', group two wasi"Averagejspectations",
group three was "Low Expectations".

o
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All of the analysis of variance results, were statistically significant
for elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. ,A trend was clearly identified
with those teachers in the "high" socio-economic group having the most positive
attitudes. It was noted that many of the F-ratios were high values especially fOr
the area of teacher/student/parent relationships. All of the group contrasts were
statistically significant emphasizing the magnitude of the difference between'the
means. 'The low socio - economic group had the least positive perception of school

. conditions.

Overall, it was evident teachers were more positive in high socio- economic
settings. Elementary teachers emphasized the influence of the socio-economic status
in a greater difference between group means for most school condition areas. Based
on these findings, the importance of the socio-economic status was. rather high for
Pennsylvania teachers:

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Sunman.

The analysis, of the teacher data for 1978 through 1981 revealed several
positive teacher perceptions and a ft'w negative teacher perceptions. Some of, the

most positiVe PennsylvaniaktFacher perceptions were for the following items: race
or ethni9 group relations, freedom to select teac'ting strategies, teachef-control
over textbook selection, curriculum and instructional programs and support staff
cooperation. Pennsylvania teachers perceived parental interest in student's work,
teacher input into solving adininistrative problems, in-service education not meeting
teacher needs and parental support on discipline as the most negative items. It
appeared elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers were in general agreement
when-selecting both positive and negative areas. Although, the elementary teachers
were not as negative, as the intermediate and secondary teachers.

It appeared little change has takeh place over the four years examined in
the teacher perceptions of Pennsylvania school conditions. None of the items was
found to have more than a 4 percent change in the teachers selecting a response
option. Therefore, teachers were emphasizing the same items and were consistent in
their responses over the years studied.

An analysis of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacherperPeptions revealed
this group of teachers was more critical than their Pennsylvania colleagues. Urban
teacher percepAons were not negative on all items. In fact several positive
responses were noted including: the emphasis on athletics disrupting classroom
learning, the competition for grades putting pressure on students anditeacher in-
service meeting their needs. The negative influence of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
teacher perceptions on the total percentages for all Pennsylvania teachers was slight.
Thus, the state data were'not substantively-altered by having the Philadelphia and
Pittsbutg".1 teachers included or excluded when the state sample was selected.

The analysis of variance results for selected varia les provided insight
into the teacher demographic and school influences on teacher eptions. Class
size had an inverse relationship with positive teacher perceptions t t was rather
strong. Population density had a strong relationship with teacher perceptions.
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TANLE 27

NEAR SCORES AND ANALYSIS or VARIANCE POE ELEMENTARY 2EA6ER:PERCEPTIONS OF scaom CONDITIONS
BY.SOCIO-ECONOMIC CATEGORIES IN 1981

511100E

CONTZTIOFS

SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUPS

RICH MIDDLE II At ramol SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS

Teacher'satisfictionvith
relationships with parents

Activities external to the
classroom

Teacher/student/parent
relationships

Factors disruptive to
classroom esnagement

Teacher influence upon
instructional decisions

Staff interpersonal
relationships

Discipline problems

n

2.38 2.21 1.94 336.82 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

12.24 Z 11.65 10.78 275.54 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

20.77 18.40 15.92 922.13 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

20.47 19.87 18.83 290.24 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

20.88 20.38 19.10 141..04 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

7.95 7.75 7.44 ...., 89.94 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

11.47 10.44 9.04 460,25 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

3886 3435 3618

that were greater than or equal to 4.70
were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Group contrasts identified were those statistically siggificant at the .01 level of probability.
Group one was the "High", group two

was the "Middle", and group three was the "Low" socio-economic tattle category.

0
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TABLE 28

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS qy VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIATE TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OP SCHOOL CONDITIONS
BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC CATEGORIES IN 1981

- SCHOOL
. CONDITIONS

Teacher satisfaction with
relaticmshipi with parents

Activities-external-to the
classroom

Teacher/student/parent
relationships

Factors disruptive to
classroom management

,

Teacher influence upon
instructional decisions

1

Staff interpersonal
relationships

Discipline problems

n

SOC/0-ECONOMIC CROUPS

HIGH MIDDLE

-
1.

2.12 1.90 1.70 192.36 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

11.61 10.54 10.15 189.25 1>2; 2>3; 1,3

17.41 14.62 13.05 513.86 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

19.25 18.40 17.83 122,74 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
..,..

20.55 19.01 18.61 121.67 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

7.56 7.06 6.98 75,.02 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

10.22 8.96 8.53 163.79 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

2478 2793 2952

P-RAT/0
SIGNIFICANT
CONTRASTS2

m_.

1F...ratios that were greater than or equal to 4.70
were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

2Croup contrasts identified were those
statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.Croup one was the "High",

group two was the "Middle", sad group three was the "Low" socio-economic status category.

I
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TABLE 29

MAN scam AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SECONDARY TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS:
BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC CATEGORIES IN 1981

SOCIO-ICONO' /CC MIPS
SCHOOL

SIGNIFICANTCONDITIONS RICE MIDDLE LOW F-RATIOI CO2.'TRASTS2

Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents

'T'Aitivitieststernal to the-
--.:clessroom

Teschertstudt/pertnt
relationships

- Factors disruptive to
.classroom management

11

-Teacher influence upon
.instructional decisions

'Staff interpersonil
relationships

Discipline'problems

n

2.00 1.82 1.64 153:38 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
.

11.21 ,, 10.56- 10.18 113.27 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

15.86 13.79 12.42 I68.41 1>2; 2>3i 1 3

17.74 17.41 16.93 41.45 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

20.04 19.36 18.86 51.26 1>2; 2>3; 1;3

7.01 6.76 ' 6.91 13.59 1>2; 2<3; 1>3

9.91 9.06 8.49 140.78 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

3585 2791 2612

';N.satios that were greater than or equal to f 0 were statistically significant it the .01 level of probability.

2Croup contrasts identified
were those stati tically significant st the .01 level of probability.Croup one VAS the "nigh", group two was the "Middle" and group three Was the "Low" aocio-economic statue categor



The suburban teachers were much more positive than the urban teachers An their
perceptions of school conditions. Analysis of student perception of parental
interest in school revealed that teachers were more positivein schools where
students perceived their parents as interested in school. Socio-e6onomic status
had a strong relatio hip with the teacher perceptions. The higher socio-
economic groups had tea s with more positive attitudes.

Conclusions

There were many items and areas where, Pennsylvania teachers were positive
about the operational conditions of schools. Many of the positive things could
be reported or publicized. At the state level problem areas could be examined and
interventions designed to improve those areas. 'Also, school administrators could
use the ptate data in Conjunction with building data to analyze strengths and
deficiencies. The issue of teachers indicating in-service education did not meet
teacher needs could be a serious problem. Certainly Pennsylvania teachers need to be
kept informed of the latest work in-educational improvements and their teaching
skills refined over the years. This could be accomplished through higa quality .

teacher in-service education which may not be happening in someschoo] districts.
Other problem areas should be selected, reviewed and analyzed and fot some areas
considered for, additional work.

The problem of including or excluding Philadelphia or Pittsburgh teachers
when calculating state norms on teacher perceptions was of little importance based
on the findings. Some of the negative urban-teacher responses were of greater
concern, The clear pattern of more negative perceptions indicated problems and
issues that need attention in Pennsylvania urban-school districts.

The statistical relationship between several variables,and teacheri,
perceptions was of great interest. Class size, population denaity,:atudentl-
perceptions of parental interest in school and socio-economieifatus were linked
statistically to teacher perceptions. Those variableslhpd for several teacher
perception areas of school conditions extremely high F- ratios. _It 'was evident
small classes, in the suburbs, with interested parents and high socio-economic
levels were related to positive teacher perceptions for Pennsylvania teachers.
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUCTIONS: Each of the following items is a problem for some teachers in some schools. ',
Check the degree to which each one is a problem to you in your current assignment by

. using these definitions: Not a problem- -has little or not affect on student performance;
Moderate problem--has only limited effect on student performance; Serious problem--has
considerable effect on student performance; Critical problem--has crucial effect on

student. performance.

A .4 Not a Problem,
B .4 Moderate Problem

C Serious Problem
D Critical Problem

1. The students in this school aren't 'really interested In learning

2. Too many of my students are'indifferent to school
3. There are too few activities which recognize the'.talent o ,cur students

4. The different races or ethnic groups don't get along well together

5.' There is little emphasis on vocational development
.6. There is no time or place for students and teachers to interact outside of the

classroom
7. Not enough teachers are involved in helping students overcome problems

8. Not enough teachers actively participate in extracurricular activities

9. There is not enough parent-teacher interaction

10. Tim many parents take little or no interest in their children's school work

11. The quality of teacher-parent interaction is not good
12. When a problem arises involving a community group, the teachers have little 114,4c

into the solution
13. The parents do not support what the school does
14. The parents do not place a high value on education
15. Students in this school have poor study habits
16. The achievement levels of my students are too heterogeneous
17. Health and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning of.my students

18. The emphasis on athistics in this school disrupts classroom learning '

19. The vompetition for grades at this school Outs too much pressure on students

20. My students are chronically absent from school
21. Physical facilities of this school limit the kinds of programs provided for

students
22. I work with too many students each day

23. Lack of freedom to teach the way I want to males me less effective -ith my students

24. Teachers have little control over matters such as textbook selection, curriculum
and instructional programs t

25. When new curriculum programs are initiated, I a,91 not consulted or trained

26. There are too many outside interruptions during class periods
27. I have to spend too much time on non-instructional duties
28. My teaching is limited by the quality of or lack of instructional equipment and

materials
29. Having to teach special education students in regular classes is problem

30. The support staff-in this school is not cooperative
31. The teachers don't seem to be able to work well together
32. There is too little teacher input in solving administrative problems
33, There is little interaction among teachers in this school, i.e. everyoi-6N4e doing

his/her own thing
34. In-service education provided by the district does not meet my needs
35. Too much time.is spent on discipline problems
36. The values held by the Students are in conflict with those of the school
37. Too little support on discipline is provided by administrators

38. Tob little support on discipline is-given by the parents
39. Disruption of my class(es) by students is el ppntinuing frustration
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APPENDIX B

PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL QUALITY ASSESSMENT

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE ,

1. Where did you graduate from high schooll
A. In or within 30 miles of the boundaries of this school district
B. More than 30 miles bui less than 100 miles froth the present boundaries of

this school' district
C. One hundred miles or more from the boundaries of this school district

2. In your teaching situation, how satisfied,are you with your relationships with
parents1and parent groups?
A. Very Satisfied
B. Somewhat Snelafiea
C. Somewhat Dissatisfied
D. Wty Dissatisfied

3. Which of the following best describes your level of formal education?
A. No degree
B. Bachelor's degree
C. Master's degree or equivalency
D. Master's degree plus one yedr
E. Do'ctor's degree

4. Includidg this year, how many years of teaching experience do you have?

5. What is your average class size? (Exclude supervisory duties such as study
hall.)

A
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